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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE PARISH MEETINGS for the nomination and election of, 
parish councillors for 1896-97 are to be held oa Monday next . 
under the rules contained in the Parish Council Election Order, 
1896, recently issued by the Local Government Board. These 
rules do not materially differ from those which governed the 
first elections of those bodies in December, 1894. There is, 
however, one point which persons acting as chairmen at these 
meetings would do well to bear in mind. This is the possibility 
of their finding themselves respondents in an election petition 
if they give cause for complaint of their conduct in the per- 
formance of the duties entrusted to them. Under the rules of 
1894 this could only happen in cases where the whole election 
was completed at the parish meeting itself, and the meeting 
was not followed by a poll. Under their  sagarury no power 
existed of making a chairman amenable who acted under the 
influence of political or personal bias in giving his decision on 
the validity of nomination papers; and cases, it is believed, were 
not unknown in which chairmen gave effect to very frivolous 
objections to the nomination papers of their political opponents, 
and were blind to precisely similar flaws in the nominations of 
candidates of their own way of thinking. Under the present 
rules, section 88 (2) of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, is 
so adapted as to make it possible to make a chairman a respon- 
dent to a petition in any case in which the petitioner complains of 
his conduct. It would, of course, be difficult in most cases to 
bring home a charge of misconduct on the part of a chairman, 
but where conduct of the nature already indicated was estab- 
lished, the consequences to a partizan chairman might be serious, 
for the court trying an election petition has full power to visit a 
delinquent with costs. 





Unver section 40, sub-section (3), of the Bankruptey Act, 
1883, in the distribution of an insolvent estate in the case of 
partners, the joint estate is applicable in the. first instance in 
payment of their joint debts, and the separate estate of each 
_ is es in the first instance in payment of 

separate debts. But if there is no joint estate a joint 
creditor comes on the se te estate part with the 
separate creditors: Re Budgett, Cooper v. Adams (1894, 2 Ch. 
557). A very small amount of joini estate, however, will 

ne him —e.g., an old stool and map worth Js. 6d. and a bad 

ebt: Ex parte Kennedy (2 De G. M. & G. 228). In Re 





) WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 


Murietta, Cooper 'y. Barnes, before Curtry, J., on Wednesday, 
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the 4th inst., the joint estate consisted of worthless and un- 
oo sagan rp ae no doubt as a a the 
separate itors ar wi + ingenui' t were 
worth what they cou fetch, bt iy Har gam Pn shares had 
been put up for sale without finding a purchaser, no one would 
call * worthless or unmarketable. The judge, as might be 
expected, saw through this novel point, the idea, of course, being 
that the separate creditors would bid for the shares, however 
worthless, so as to make a little joint estate and me the 
joint creditors. The shares being worthless, his ip did 
not think it would be right to allow the separate creditors, in 
effect, to subscribe money, put it into the till, and say, ‘‘ There’s 
your joint estate.” If he allowed that, there would be no case 


*. im which prudent separate creditors could not manufacture a 


joint estate. As there must be very few cases in which the 
partnership premises do not contain an ink-bottle or a pen for 
which an enterprising separate creditor might give £20, it is 
quite clear that market price and not fancy price must be the 
guide in estimating the value of joint estate. 


—_— 





Tar case of Munkittrick v. Perryman, recently decided by a 
Divisional Court (Wix1s and Waicut, JJ.) is an instance of the 
confusion which has resulted frum the decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Broderip v. Salomon § Co. (48 W.R. 612). Itis not 
an unreasonable inference from that decision that whenever a 
company is formed with less than seven members, each having 
@ separate substantial interest, the company, taough in point 
of form regularly created, is brought into existence for an 
illegitimate purpose. In consequence, the persons substantially 
interested in the company are not entitled to the benefit of 
limited liability, and they may be called upon to bear the 
debts of the company. The company is treated as au agent, 
according to Vavenan Witt1ams, J.—or, perhaps, rather as a 
trustee, according to the Court of Appeal—and the persons sub- 
stantially interested are bound to indemnify it against liabilities as 
though they were cestuis que trustent or principals. If this is so, 
then it is not difficult to draw the further inference, as was 
done by Judge Lumizy Sure at the Westminster County 
Court in Munkittrick v. Perryman, that a creditor of the com- 
pany can, upon discovering who are the persons really con- 
stituting the company, treat them as undisclosed principals, 
and sue them in that capacity. The Divisional Court, how- 
ever, have held that this obliterates the company too com- 
pletely, and that the creditor must be satisfied with his 
remedy against the company. Ultimately he can place the 
company under the control of a liquidator, and the liquidator 
will do for the creditor what the creditor cannot do for 
himeelf. But this takes time, and it is not surprising that the 
creditor in the present case should havo elected, on the authority 
of Broderip v. Bolein § Co., to “ go for” the principals in the 
first instance. 





Every action for the recovery of compensation under the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 42), must, in 
the first instance, be brought in a county court, but may, upon 
the application of either party, be removed into the High 
Court (section 6). Where, however, a High Court judge at 
chambers has refused an application for removal of such an 
action from the county court, the discretion so exercised will 
not readily be interfered with. This appears from the case of 
Carter and Others v. Rigby & Co., which was determined a few 
days ago. There the action sought to be removed was brought 
in @ county court by the personal representatives of fifty 
deceased colliers, whose deaths had been caused by the fiooding 
of a colliery in which they were working. The total amount 
of damages claimed was £9,600, and it was alleged that 
difficult questions of fact and law were involved. An order 
for the removal of the action to the High Court having been 
refused by Pottock, B., the defendants appealed from his 


decision to the Court of Appeal, who, however, dismissed the 
appeal upon the ground that there was no reason to interfere 
with Baron Pottock’s discretion, especially as the plaintiffs had 
offered to have the action tried either by the county court judge 
During the 


alone or by the judge sitting with assessors. 








argument of this case a point of some importance to suitors 
was incidentally mentioned— namely, whether the plaintiffs 
were entitled to join in one action or should have sued 
separately. In view of what was held by the House of 
Lords in Smurthwaite v. Hannay (48 W. R. 113; 1894, A. 0, 
494), it is certainly very doubtful whether such a joinder of 
plaintiffs would be permitted in the High Court, even though 
the separate causes of action arose out of the same transaction, 
It would seem, however, that the County Court Rules, 1889 
(ord. 44, rr. 3, 18, 19), contemplate, if they do not expressly 
permit, the joinder of plaintiffs under the circumstances above 
mentioned. 





Tue DEctsion of the House of Lords in Zz parte Barnes on 
Monday last sets at rest a question which has been before the 
sourts in several cases, and their opinion is in complete harmony 
with that expressed by the Court of Appeal. In spite of the 
persistence with which the point has been raised, it is difficult 
to see upon what grounds the Board of Trade have taken the 
view which must now be considered to have been clearly 
erroneous. The question is purely one of construction, and it 
arises upon section 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 
The first sub-section of that section requires the official receiver 
to submit a preliminary report to the court as to the capital, 
assets, and liabilities and causes of failure of a company as to 
which a winding-up order has been made. Sub-section 2 
empowers him to make a “further report” as to the manner in 
which the company was formed, and as to whether any fraud 
was committed by promoters, directors, or officers. Sub-section 
3 empowers the court, ‘after consideration of any such report,” 
to direct any promoter, director, or officer to attend for public 
examination. The contention on the part of the Board of 
Trade was that where a preliminary report under sub-section | 
had been made in which the official receiver stated his opinion 
that further inquiry was desirable as to the failure of the 
company and the conduct of its business, and that for that 
purpose a public examination of certain persons should be held, 
the court had power to order these persons to attend for public 
examination without any ‘‘ further report” under sub-section 2 
having been made. Now, it is clear from sub-section 3 that this 
jurisdiction of the court only arises after consideration of the 
report there referred to as “such report,” and the only question 
is whether “such report” means either the preliminary or the 
further report, or only the latter. The Court of Appeal has 
held in several cases that the further report only is referred to, 
and that no public examination can be directed upon a pro- 
liminary report (Jn re Great Kruger Gold Mining Co., 1892, 3 Oh. 
307 ; In re General Phosphate Corporation, 1895, 1 Ch. 3), and in 
the present case Vavanan Wittiams, J., and the Court of 
Appeal gave formal judgments merely relying on the previous 
decisions. The House of Lords dismissed the appeal, holding 
that a further report under sub-section 2 is a condition pracedent 
to an order for public examination. Their decision does not 
seem to have touched the more difficult point as to how far the 
further report must allege fraud in order to enable a public 
examination to be directed. On this point there have been 
differences of judicial opinion, and the matter has not yet been 
satisfactorily settled. 





GARNISHEE proceedings frequently consist of an exciting race 
between two judgment creditors in the High Court, but such 
contests are comparatively uninteresting by the side of a contest 
between the High Oourt and the county court to capture a sum 
of money due to a judgment debtor. The following facts have 
been brought to our uotice. We make use ef names for clear- 
ness merely—they are not the real names. Jonus & Co. trade 
within the jurisdiction of a metropolitan county court, and have 
in their hands a sum of £20 which is a debt due from them to 
Sxrrn. Brown sues Sarra in the county court, obtains judg- 
ment, and issues a garnishee summons against Jonzs & Oo. 
returnable on the 26th of February. Roxtnson holds a judg- 
ment of the High Oourt against Surru, and becomes aware of 
the debt due from Jonzs & Oo. to Surrn, whereupon he obtains 
a ishee order nisi, and serves it upon Jonzs & Oo. The 
High Court’s order nisi is dated subsequent to, and served on 
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Jones & Co. later than the county court summons; but itis made 
returnable on the 24th of February, two days before the county 
court ee Jongs & Oo. a, the er yaa sa bh wo cause 
against the High Court ishee order, an uce the coun 

court peer 6 somes wneel previously but returnable tetee, 
The master, nevertheless, makes the High Court order absolute, 
It is drawn up within an hour and served, with an intimation 
that if payment is not made, execution will be issued immedi- 
ately. Under stress of this threat and to avoid execution Jonzs 
& Co., the garnishees, pay the sum of £20 over to Rosmson, 


The next day Brown’s garnishee summons in the county court |! 


comes on. Jones & Co. produce the order absolute of the —_ 
Court in favour of Rosrvson with his receipt indorsed. e 
judge, however, gives judgment for Brown, and Jonzs & Co. have 
to pay the £20 a second time to avoid execution. There is not 
the least likelihood of the case resting there, but that is how it 
stands at present. The question involved is as to the precise 
effect of a garnishee summons issued by the county court. Ord. 
2a, r. 3, of the County Court Rules says that such summons 
“shall bind in the hands of the garnishee all debts due, owing, 
or accruing from him to the debtor.” Ord. 45, r. 2, of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court says that a garnishee order nis? shall have 
precisely the same effect. We may take it, therefore, that the 
ruling in Rogers v. Whiteley (1892, A.C. 118) applies to both 
the garnishee summons of the county court and the garnishee 
order nisi of the High Court. In that case Lord Hatssury, C., 
said: ‘It would have been a disobedience to the order (nis?) on 
his (the garnishee’s) part if he had paid anything after it had 
been served on him.” Lord Warson said the effect of the order 
nisi was “to make the garnishee custodian for the court of the 
whole funds attached ; and he cannot, except at his own peril, 
on with any of those funds without the sanction of the court.” 

both courts the garnishee may pay the money into court at 
once. But in the case we have mentioned he could not even pro- 
tect himself by doing this. If he paid into the High Court, he 
would be disobeying the county court summons; and if he paid 
into the county court, he would be disobeying the High Court 
order nisi. We shall await the result of any further proceedings 
that may be taken with much interest. 





To Gas comPantEs, and, in fact, to all companies who, in the 
exercise of statutory powers, have to lay down pipes under the 
roadway, the case of Price v. The South Metropolitan Gas Co., 
decided by the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. Justice GranrHaM 
on the 9th of November, is of very great importance, as shewing 
the extent and ground of the liability of a gas company for 
injuries caused by an explosion of gas from one of their pipes. 
The case was an appeal from the Lambeth County Court, in 
which court the judge found that there was negligence on 
the part of the gas company, and awarded damages against 
them under circumstances which may shortly be stated as fol- 
lows :—The plaintiff was passing along a highway leading to 
Southwark Bridge ; an explosion of gas took place by which the 
plaintiff was thrown down and injured. This occurred during 
the long and severe frost in the month of February last, and the 
plaintiff having brought his action for the injury so caused, 
proved that the gas-pipe in question was laid under a highway 
m which there was considerable traffic, that it was laid a 10} 
inches below the surface of the highway, and that when 
examined after the explosion it was found that the pipe had two 
cracks, one longitudinal and the other, apparently of some two 
or three days’ existence, a transverse one running half-way 
round the pipe. He also sasha that the pipe was not properly 
supported by the soil underneath, which was loose ; that this 
looseness of the soil was proBably caused by some workmen of 
the Sewers Commissioners who had reason to excavate the soil 
some two or three feet from the crack, but that this fact had not 

communicated to the gas company, and was unknown to 
them ; and it also appeared that there had been an escape of 
gas for some two or three days before the explosion, which was 
probably caused by an accumulation of the gas, which had 
escaped through the crack. The county court judge inferred 
from these facts that there had been negligence on the part of 
the gas company, and found for the plaintiff. The sole question, 
therefore, for the Divisional Court was whether there was 





evidence of which would support the finding of the 
judge, and they came to the condtadeh that there was such 
evidence. . 





Wir rxEcarp to the liability of a gas company for such acci- 
dents it is important to remember that such companies exercise 
their powers and lay down their pipes under statutory authority, 
This fact alone completely distinguishes their case from the 
principles laid down in Rylands v. Fletcher (L. R. 3 H. L. 330), 

n .which case the law was very accurately and concisely 
stated by Buiacksurn, J., in the Exchequer Chamber (14 
W. R. at p. 801, L. R, 1 Ex, at p. 279), where he says that 
“the person who, for his own p brings on his lands 
and collects and keeps there anything likely to do mischief 
if it escapes, must keep it in at his peril, and, if he 
does not do so, is primd facie answerable for all the 
damage which is the natural consequence of its escape.” 
The distinction between the case of a private individual bring- 
ing some dangerous thing on his own land for his own purposes, 
and the case of a company laying down pipes or doing any 
other thing which they are authorized by Act of Parliament to 
do, is well illustrated by the case of Dunn v, Birmingham Canal 
Co, (21 W. R. 266, L. R. 8 Q. B. 42), in which, while the canal 
company were doing something which they were authorized by 
their Act to do, water escaped and flooded the plaintiff's mine, 
and it was held that the canal company, acting under the 

wers of their Act, and being guilty of no negligence, were not 
iable for the damage. A more recent illustration of the same 
principle is to be found in a case decided by the Court of 
Appeal—the case of Green v. Chelsea Waterworks Co, (70 L. T. 
Rep. 547)—where a waterworks company were authorized b 
by their Act to lay down water pipes, and where, without an} 
negligence on their part, one of their pipes burst, and the water 
escaping therefrom, injured the plaintiff’s premises, and it was 
held that the company were not liable. In such cases the 
company are liable only when guilty of negligence, and the 
onus of proving such negligence is on the plaintiff. 





UNDERWRITING CONTRACTS. 


Tur case of Re Hemp, Yarn, and Cordage Co., before VavcHAN 
Wuutunms, J. (ante, p. 276), is an interesting decision upon 
the effect of an offer contained in an underwriter’s letter. We 
venture to think that the matter would not have been argued 
as elaborately as it was, or have given rise to a considered judg- 
ment, in the case of an ordi contract. There seems to be 
some mystery attaching to underwriting contracts which does 
not belong to other conventions between man and man. The 
facts in Re Hemp, Yarn, and Cordage Co. are extremely simple. * 
The underwriter agreed with a company (the engagement to be 

binding for two months) which was promoting another company, 

to subscribe for shares not taken by the public in the latter 

company, and authorized the promoting company to apply for 

shares in his name. ‘Lhe invitation to the public to take shares 

proved a failure, and the offer in the underwriting letter was 

accepted after the subscription list had been closed. Notwith- 

dentin this, the promoting company applied for shares in the 

name of the pray ege who ag shares allotted robe 

and was placed on the register. © company was wound up, 

and ah aa Wits, J., decided that the name of the 
underwriter ought not to be on the list of contributories in the 

winding up. 

We believe that the decision in Zhe Hemp, Yarn, and Cordage 
Co. has caused some little surprise in the commercial world. 
Men of business who are not versed in the technicalities of the 
law naturally think that the court has held that an underwriter’s 
liability terminates just at the time when it ought to be avail- 
able—namely, when the public subscription fails. The accept- 
ance of the offer was within the two months during which the 
offer was to be in force, but after the a to the public 
had proved abortive or nearly so. Vauenan Wituiams, J., said 
that the promoters to whom the underwriter’s letter was 
addressed could not wait to see the effect of the appeal to the 
public before they accepted the offer in the underwriting letter. 
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All we can say is that we cannot find ‘such a term as this in the 
contract itself, and we see no reason wliy it should be read into 
the contract by the law. ‘The promoters gained nothing by 
delaying the date of the acceptance of the underwriting agree- 
ment, and by the express terms of the contract they were allowed 
to accept it at any time within the two months, which, in fact, 
they did. It is probable that the decision will no more commend 
itself to lawyers than it does to business men. 

There is only one point of real difficulty regarding under- 
writing contracts, and it is whether a limited company may pay a 
commission out of its capital for underwriting its shares, and 
the question resolves itself into this, Will the House of Lords 
support the decision of the Court of Appeal in Metropolitan Coal 
Consumers’ Association v. Scrimgeour (44 W. R. 35; 1895, 2 
Q. B. D. 604). In that case a company authorized its directors 
to pay brokers a commission for procuring persons to take their 
shares, and the defendants, who were a firm of stockbrokers, 
received money from the directors for such services. The com- 
pany being wound up, the liquidator brought an action to recover 
the money so paid, on the ground that the payments were 
i l, being made out of capital, and therefore diminishing 
the capital of the company pro tanto. The Court of Appeal, 
however, held that there was nothing illegal or contrary to the 
policy of the Companies Acts in the payments. The decision, it 
will be observed, was by Linpiey, Lorzs, and Rieay, L.JJ., 
affirming the Divisional Court (Wricur and Day, JJ.) which 
had affirmed a judgment of the Mayor’s Court of London. Now, 
first it is to be noticed that this decision runs counter to the 
opinion of some of the most competent company lawyers. The 
objection takes the following form. A company cannot issue its 

shares at a discount, and the payment of a commission to 
brokers amounts to the same thing, because the company does 
not obtain the full nominal value of its shares and the transac- 
tion is in effect an illegal reduction of capital, which cannot be 
made evén if it be authorized by the memorandum and articles. 
There are many well known authorities in support of the 
proposition regarding the illegality of issuing shares at a dis- 
count, and there is no need to refer to them here. The point 
has long passed beyond the region of controversy. What 
interests us here is to ascertain how far the general proposition 
affects the payment of commission for placing a company’s 
shares. We shall assume throughout that the transaction is 
perfectly honest and above board, and that nothing is urged 
against it except the doubt whether or not it is rendered invalid 
by reason of the provisions of the Companies Acts. That again 
resolves itself into the question, Can the profession accept the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Metropolitan, §c., Association 
v. Scrimgeour unreservedly? In the first place it seems that the 
Court of Appeal does not grapple very vigorously with that 
point—which is the main if not the sole point, and which we 
have indicated above—namely, does the transaction amount to 
the issue of shares at a discount? The question in previous 
cases has been, Is the transaction one which is forbidden by the 
strict enactments contained in the Companies Acts, no matter how 
proper it might be in other respects? But in the Metropolitan, 
§c., Association v. Scrimgeour the Court of Appeal seem to have 
given the go by to this way of approaching the question, and to 
have merely asked themselves whether the transaction was or 
was not a fair and proper one in the ordinary course of business. 
Lops, L.J., expressly says: ‘‘In any case where it is made out 
that the services of the broker are reasonably necessary, that the 
brokers are properly employed in the issue of the capital of the 
company, and that the payment of a commission of so much per 
share is a fair and just payment for services rendered, there is no 
ground, either of reason, of justice, or of principle, why the pay- 
ment should not be held to be intra vires and unimpeachable.” The 
same reasoning would apply with the same force to a commis- 


sion paid to underwriters. The Court of Appeal also appears to | gro 


have thought very little of its own decision in Lydney § Wigpool 
Tron Ore Co. v. Bird (34 W. R. 749, 33 Ch. D. 85), which was 
cited in Metropolitan, &c., Association vy. Scrimgeour, For in the 
Lydney, &c., Co. v. Bird the court said, ‘‘ But it appears to us 
wholly wrong to make the company pay for the issue of its own 
shares. No part of the capital of the company could be properly 


Metropolitan, §c., Association v. Scrimgeouwr. The court was algo 

pared to dissent from Re Faure Electric Accumulator Co. 
37 W. R. 116, 40 Ch. D. 141), if it decided that the payment of 
brokerage and underwriting commissions was yer s il] 
However, the Court of Appeal thought that the last-named cage 
did not so decide. The court in Metropolitan, §c., Association y, 
Scrimgeour laid much stress on the analogy of payments for 
advertisements, and thought that, by holding that the payment 
of 24 per cent. commission to underwriters on the nominal value 
of the shares for procuring applications for shares to be illegal, 
they would be by implication holding that the expenditure of 
money for advertising and circulating a prospectus was also 
illegal. The legality or illegality of payments made for adver. 
tising would, we venture to submit, depend upon what was the 
effect of the expenditure. If it involved the issue of shates so 
as to be in effect an issue at a discount, it is conceived that it 
would be illegal. The question to be asked in every case, it ig 
submitted, will be, Does the transaction amount to the issue of 
shares at a discount? It is conceded on all hands that if 
directors, finding that the public are not willing to take up their 
shares, say we will issue the shares to those who apply with go 
much credited as paid on them by way of an inducement to take 
the shares, and proceed to issue shares on those terms, the issue 
would be an issue at a discount. If the directors give under- 
writers a commission on the nominal value, it would seem 
that they are only doing the same thing through the agency of 
third persons. It is to be regretted that the judgments of the 
Lords Justices in Metropolitan, §c., Association v. Scrimgeour are 
not a little fuller than they are, as the question is one of the 
greatest importance to the commercial community. 








UNCERTAINTY IN CHARITABLE GIFTS, 


Tue line which separates a legal charitable bequest from one 
indicating merely a general benevolent intention, such as would 
fail for uncertainty, is often very fine. This proposition is illus- 
trated by the case of Re Darling, Farquhar v. Darling (1896, 1 
Ch. 50; 40 Soxricrrors’ Journat 11), which has recently come, 
before Strrurne, J. The testatrix in that case gave all that she 
possessed, with certain exceptions named, “to the poor and the 
service of God.” She then proceeded to make sundry provisions 
for the sale and disposal of certain portions of her estate, and 
then reverted to her former charitable intentions in these terms: 
“The money, if any, left to be given at the discretion of my 
executors to these or other similar charities that may at my 
death be most deserving.” The whole difficulty arose on the’ 
construction of the words “‘ the service of God.” Itis clear upon 
the authorities that gifts intended to benefit the poor are included 
within the scope of charities ; there was therefore no trouble 
thus far. Such bequests are clearly within the range of the 
objects specified in the preamble of 43 Eliz. c. 4, which is still 
alive by virtue of section 13 (sub-section 2) of the Charitable 
Uses and Mortmain Act of 1888, although the statute itself 
was repealed by the latter Act. It has been expressly 
decided that the gifts indicated in this preamble are to be re- 
garded as illustrative, and not exhaustive; and consequently 
there has been a process of accretion going on for many years, 
with the result that bequests which are only analogous to those 
specified in the preamble, and moreover other bequests akin to 
these, have been admitted within the orbit of charities. 

The case before Srreurve, J., is chiefly remarkable for the fact 
that the uncertainty apparent in the expression ‘service of 
God” was not regarded as sufficient to upset the gift. When 
we come to consider the case of Morice-v, The Bishop of Durham 
(9 Ves. 399; affirmed 10 Ves. 521) we perceive how close the 
case before Srreiina, J., ran to the danger of being upset on the 
und of uncertainty. There a testatrix bequeathed her 
personalty to the Bishop of Durham iy trust to dispose of the 
ultimate residue upon such objects of benevolence and liberality 
Sir W. Grant, M.R., came to the 
conclusion that the words did not imply a _ charity, 
there being no specific purpose pointed out, Such 
wide expressions as “benevolence” and ‘‘ liberality” are 
obviously capable of being connected with such things as 


as he should approve. 





80 a Those seem very plain words, but Livvrey, L.J., 


ered that they did not apply to the circumstances in the} entertainments, picture galleries, aud wo forth. Dr. PALey's 
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yse of the word “‘liberality” in this way was considered by 
eounsel during the course of the trial, and the ent 
founded upon it was that such expressions might well be held 
to embrace gladiatorial combats or fights with wild beasts ; 
in other words, they would include many things which it 
would be impossible for the courts to regard as “charitable.” 
In spite, therefore, of the extremely broad rendering which 
the courts, acting upon the preamble of the Elizabethan Act, 
have placed upon the word “charity,” Lord Expon felt bound 
not to extend the limits any further in this case. Now, the 
ions in?Re Darling are scarcely less uncertain. A gift to 
the poor, as was observed before, either generally or with 
reference to some locality, has been held many times to be a 
good charitable gift; but when we have such a trust as that 
intended for the ‘‘service of God,” it would seem that objec- 
tions might be raised similar to those which aes upon 
the mind of Lord Expon. The words are clearly wide enough 
to embrace every benevolent intention imaginable by testators, 
and would include many schemes of a preposterous character. 
As was remarked by Lord Bramwett in Commissioners, &c. v. 
Pemsel (1891, A. OC. 531), if good intent was to be the touch- 
stone of a valid charitable bequest, then a gift to expedite 
religious conversion by means of fire and fagot would be 
within the definition. The trustin Re Darling might be exer- 
gised by the almoners of the fund for purposes which no one 
could refuse to recognize as charitable, but at the same time 
there was nothing to prevent their being used in some very 
different manner. Lord Expon remarks of the trust fund in 
Morice v. Bishop of Durham, at p. 406: “The question is, not 
whether he (the trustee) may not apply it upon purposes 
strictly charitable, but whether he is bound so to apply it.” 

It is quite conceivable that some very earnest-minded men 
would feel they were acting on the purest motives in forming a 
syndicate to purchase every possible advowson, and to present 
only such clergy as would subscribe to this or that peculiar tenet. 
Wide-as is the meaning of “charity,” it is scarcely possible to 
believe that such a society could be included amongst those 
universally regarded as charitable, such as, for instance, the 
Charity Organization Society. It is quite unnecessary to labour 
the point, for brief consideration suffices to raise numerous 

ints of uncertainty alike in construction and administration. 
cars, J., in his judgment, referred to an ancient ‘ bidding 

yer” of the Established Church, wherein a petition is made 
ie a “due supply of persons fitly qualified to serve God 
both in Church and State.” The words in italics indicate that 
ach service may be twofold in character, and that religious ser- 
vice is not necessarily the only service possible in this connec- 
tion. The learned judge, however, based his decision upon his 
belief that the testatrix did intend a religious form of ser- 
vice; in other words, indicated a religious purpose which is 
capable of being regarded within the pale of charitable trusts. 
Re Darling seems, upon this view of it, to belong to a 
different category from the case of Morice v. Bishop of Durham. 
The reference to “ the service of God ” and the judicial construc- 
tion put upon the words distinguish the later from the former 
case, and bring it in a line with a few earlier decisions where 
expressions of a similar nature have come before the courts. A 
bequest of a somewhat analogous character was considered in 
1824 by Lord Manners in the Irish courts. Powerscourt v. 
Powerscourt (1 Molloy 616) was the case of a devise by a testator 
to trustees to lay out £2,000 per annum for a certain limited 
time “in the service of my Lord and Master, and, I trust, 
Redeemer.”” As in the later case before Srieuine, J., it was 
there contended that the expression was too indefinite; but it 
was held that it was equivalent to a devise for pious uses, and, 
as'such, valid. Lord Manners recognized in terms the 
argument that the service of God also implies the service of 
man; but he refused to hold that this entailed the ambiguity 
Which upset the gift in Morice v. Bishop of Durham. 
er case of a somewhat similar class is Zownsend v. Carus 

(8 Haré 257). There a testator bequeathed his residue on 
trust to divide it for “the benefit or advancement of such 


| Wcieties, subscriptions, or purposes, having regard to the glory of 


in the spiritual welfare of His creatures.” Wrieram, V.C., 
held that the words in italics were restrictive and implied a gift 








wes decided in 1841 to the. effect that a gift for such uses as 
should a most conducive to the honour and glory of God 


was & charitable bequest. Having decided that such gifts 
as these were.in reality gifts to pious uses, Lord Manyezrs, in 
the Powerscourt case, quoted the words of Sir W. Grant, M.R., 
in Morice v. Bishop of Durham, to the effect that no bequest had 
been established in England without either the word charity 
being used or some ific object being pointed out, and in 
view of these dicta he held that a bequest to pious uses suffi- 
ciently arene, a specific object, and that such gifts were 
indistinguishable from a bequest to pious uses. In Darling’s 
case the word ‘‘charity ’ does not appear in the sentence ending 
with the expression under consideration, although towards the 
conclusion of the will there is a reference to “‘ similar charities.” 
Srretine, J., does not mention these words as carrying any 
weight, but grounds his decision upon his view that the “ ser- 
vice of God” designates a pious use which it is possible to 
regard as charitable. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL CasEs.—The Lord Chancellor, in moving 
the third reading of the Evidence in Criminal Cases Bill, said he 
had only to ask their lordships’ permission to present a petition from 
the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom, which stated 
that the existing law, which excluded the evidence of accused 
persons, produced hardship and injustice, and that the proposed 
alteration would be of great benefit to innocent persons charged 
with offences, while it would inflict no hardship or injustice on the 
guilty. The Bill, after some verbal amendments, was read a third 
time and passed. ® 








REVIEWS. 
TABLE OF PUBLIC GENERAL ACTS. 


CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF PuBLIC GENERAL AcTs IN ForcE, 20 
Hen. 3 (1235) To 57 & 58 Vicr. (1894.) By Pau SrricKLAND, 
Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Any work which tends to lighten the arduous labours of those 
engaged in the study and practice of the law carries its own 
recommendation with it. Of such a character is Mr. Strickland’s 
Chronological Table, which undoubtedly is the first attempt to shew 
at a glance the present condition of the statute law. That it will be 
found most useful by the profession goes almost without saying; but 
we believe that to others also it will prove an acceptable boon. 
Excluding as it does ante-Union Acts of the Scotch and Irish Parlia- 
ments, the present table comprises all public Acts now in force, com- 
mencing with the Statute of Merton (20 Hen. 3, c. 2), and ending 
with the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 60). Each 
page is divided into columns, and of these the first and second give , 
respectively the year and chapter of each statute; the third the 
subject matter or short title, and the popular title (if any) in 
parentheses; the fourth the territorial limits of operation; while 
the fifth states whether an Act has been repealed in any way. It 
should be mentioned that the present table is founded on the 
Chronological Table and Index to the Statutes, the Revised Editions 
of the Statutes, the House of Lords Index, published in 1847, and 
the annual volumes of statutes. Atthe end of the work will be found 
a useful table explanatory of the variances between the Statutes of 
the Realm and Ruffhead’s edition with respect to years, statutes, and 
chapters. 





LAW OF PROPERTY, 


A GENERAL VIEW OF THE LAW OF PROPERTY, INTENDED AS A 
First Book For STUDENTS. By JAMES ANDREW STRAHAN, M.A., 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law, ius Professor of English Law, Queen’s 
College, Belfast. Assisted by JAMES SmuvcharR Baxter, B.A., 
LL.B. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The distinguishing features of Mr. Strahan’s very interesting work 
are the combining in one treatise of the law of real and personal 
property, and the instructive and systematic manner in which the law 
is arranged. The diversity of real and personal property law is, 
indeed, too great to permit of the student mastering them together. 
As well on practical as on historical ds they must for serious 


study be kept separate. But to place them side by side, as is done 
here, affords a useful opportunity for realizing thei i i 
ease eid sees uni i 

success of such a task good arrangement of 
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essential. In this peapens the work may be tested by Parts 2 and 3, 
which deal respectively with “‘ Kinds of Interests in Things Owned ” 
and ‘Modes of Holding Interests.” The former distinguishes 
between interests in land, whether freehold or chattel interests, and 
interests in goods. The latter puts in the front place the division 
between legal and beneficial ownership ; then it takes up the various 
forms of concurrent ownership and of future ownership, and concludes 
by dealing with mortgages as a species of conditional ownership. 
This arrangement enables the author to state the law under the various 
heads with clearness, and he states it, so far as we have observed, 
with accuracy. Mr. Strahan has made a valuable contribution to the 
systematic study of the law, and while we are not sure that a perusal 
of his treatise ought to precede the use of the works dealing with the 
law of real and personal property separately, yet it may with advan- 
tage be studied in connection with them. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Practice and Forms in Winding up Companies and Recon- 
struction. By His Honour Judge EmpEN. Fifth Edition. With 
Chapters on Reduction of Capital, Alterations of the Memorandum 
of Association, and Debenture-holders’ Remedies. By D. STEWART 
SmitH, LL.B. (Lond.), of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law ; 
assisted by HENRY JoHNSTON, of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at- 
Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The Insurance Register, 1896. Containing, with other Informa- 
tion, a Record of the Yearly Progress and the Present Financial 
Position of British Insurance Associations. By WILLIAM WHITE, 
Fellow of the Statistical Society. Charles & Edwin Layton. 

The Law of Husband and Wife within the Jurisdiction of the 
Queen’s Bench and Chancery Divisions. By MontTacur Lusi, 
Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition, by MonTacuE LusH and 
WALTER Hussey GRIFFITH, Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Law relating to Particulars and Conditions of Sale on a Sale 
of Land, with Appendix of Forms. Second Edition. By WILLIAM 
FREDERICK WeEssTER, M.A., of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Your correspondent Mr. Chamberlain appears to be under 
the impression that all originating summonses are actions. He will, 
I trust, pardon me for pointing out to him that such is not the case. 
It has more than once been explained in your columns that there is a 
marked distinction in this respect between originating summonses 
issued by virtue of the rules under the Judicature Acts and 
originating summonses issued under other authority. According to 
the decision in Re Fawsitt (34 W. R. 26, 30 Ch. D. 231), an order 
made on an originating summons, where that mode of procedure is 
prescribed by the Rules of the Supreme Court, is an order made in an 
action. In other cases, the jurisdiction being conferred, not by the 
rules, but by statute or the ordinary course of the court, an order 
made on an originating summons is one made in a matter “ not being 
an action.” For this proposition there is abundance of authority. 
Thus it is matter of express decision that orders made under the 
Trustee Relief Act (Re Daillie, 25 W. R. 310, 4 Ch. D. 785), or the 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 (Re Blyth & Young, 28 W. R. 216, 13 
Ch. D. 416), are orders made in matters not being actions, and 
similarly it was conceded by counsel without argument that an 
originating summons under the Trade Marks Acts was not an action 
(Re Arbenz, 35 W. R. 527, 35 Ch. D. 248), 

Such, then, being the state of the case, the main ground urged for 
substituting the writ for the originating summons—viz., uniformity 
of procedure in the commencement of actions—can only apply to such 
summonses as are, according to the decision in Re Fawsitt, actions. 
These appear to be confined to applications under ord. 544A, ord. 55, 
rr. 3, 54. The point is practically conceded by the writer of the 
article on the subject in your last issue. For my own part I retain 
the opinion that the advantages supposed to be conferred by such 
uniformity are for the most part imaginary; that the more distinct 
the procedure in chambers is kept from that in court the better ; and 
that, whilst proceedings in court should be initiated by writ, by 
motion, or by petition, a summons is the proper mode of originating 
a matter which is intended to be carried through in chambers. In the 
event, however, of the contrary view finding favour, a form of writ 
such as that suggested by Mr. Chamberlain, defining the precise 
relief claimed, would be infinitely preferable to a writ with a claim 
for general relief followed by an ordinary summons claiming the pre- 


cise relief required. The latter was, of course, the plan adopted in 
Re Birkett (27 W. R. 164, 9 Ch. D., 576), but it must not be forgotten 
that that was an expedient put forward before the present beneficig) 
practice under ord. 55, r. 3, had been established. An attempt hag 
been made to treat the proposed procedure of a writ followed by 
@ summons for relief as analogous to the practice under ord. 14, The 
analogy is incomplete, for no order for final judgment 
under order 14 can be obtained unless the plaintiff com- 
plied with the strict provisions of ord. 3, r. 6, and has indorsed hig 
writ with the exact particulars of the judgment sought. If we arg 
to revert to the mode of procedure suggested in Re Birkett, the 
summons (which will not be on the file of the court), and not the 
writ, will be the most essential document. A writerin your columng 
last week informed us that this method was deliberately abandoned, 
and the practice under ord. 55, r. 3, substituted, on the hi 
authority of Lord Justice Fry. Are we really to be asked to retrace 
our steps? Nothing can be conceived as more likely to 
practitioners than such a game of battledore and shuttlecock with our 
procedure. 

What there is in a writ to excite so strong an advocacy of that in 
preference to other methods of commencing proceedings, I am at a 
loss to understand. Mr. Chamberlain, indeed, is so enamoured of it 
that he would at one fell swoop abolish every other methcd. He 
apparently undeterred by the fact that statutes too numerous to 
mention expressly refer to the summary, as distinguished from the 
general or ordinary jurisdiction of the court, nor does he feel any 
difficulty when brought face to face with rules nnder such statutes 
expressly providing fora summons as the mode of initiating pro- 
ceedings. His suggestion that the official solicitor should be named 
as a pro forma defendant merely to complete the record and enable a 
writ to be issued, where no real defendant is required, is probably 
the quaintest device which was ever seriously propounded. The 
official solicitor as a dummy defendant reminds me of nothing so 
much as of our old friends John Doe and Richard Roe of pious 
memory. CHARLES BURNEY. 





A RURAL QUERY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I shall be obliged if you or any of your readers can inform 
me if a parish surveyor, in a rural re where the County Council 
has, under the proviso at the end of section 25 (1) of the Local 
Government Act, 1894, postponed the operation of that section 
(which vests the highway authority in the District Council), can 
construct a new path by the side of the highway. 

Of course it is clear that the Parish Council cannot do so (see 
section 13 (2) ), and it has been thought that the surveyor’s powers 
as to the footpaths by the side of the highway only apply to repair 
and maintenance of existing footpaths, and not to the making of 
new ones. : 

The point is not unlikely to arise before some district auditor in 
the course of the next few weeks. 


Feb. 21st. An Otp Country READER. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
' ORDER oF Court. 


Thursday, the 27th day of February, 1896. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, Mr. Justice Kekewich, 
and Mr. Justice Romer respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the 
causes assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice 
Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich should for the purpose only of 
hearing or of trial be transferred to Mr. Justice Romer; now 1, the 
Right , Saebesibnc oA Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High 
Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the several Causes 
and Matters set forth in the schedules hereto, be accordingly trans- 
ferred from the said Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. 
Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice Kekewich to Mr. Justice Romer, for 
the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the 
Cause Books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the 
Registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of 
the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 


In re Ingram 
Nov 2 
Saunders y Davies 1895 S 1,495 Nov4 


1895. 
Jones & Elven’s Patent, No. 1,639 of 1894 petm 





Keymer v; Atkins 1895 K 10 Nové 
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Pneumatic Tyre Co, ld v J B Parkes & Co 1895 P 660 Nov 6 
London, Edinburgh & Glasgow Assce Co, ld y Lindley 1895 L 567 


Nov 9 
Caulfield v Wood 1895 C 1,264 Nov9 

Davies v Bishop 1895 D 874 Novl4 

Marriage v Praed 1895 M 1,970 Nov 18 

Tolson v Speight & Son 1895 T 557 Nov 19 

Tolson v Singleton & Co 1894 T 2,411 Nov 19 

Inre Wade Kerrich v Joselyn 1895 W 1,511 Nov 20 
Murphy v Pickford 1894 M 3,716 Nov 26 

Hughes v Hughes 1894 H 838 Nov 27 

Russell v Hayward 1895 R 818 Dec 12 

forner v Tinkler 1893 T 1,579 Dec 16 
Donaldson v Parker 1895 D 1,869 Dec 18 

Perkins v J H Knight & Sons 1895 P 2,124 Dec 19 
Avery v Orton 1895 A 835 Dec 19 

Inre Furmidge Furmidgev Kemp 1895 F 876 Dec 21 
Inre Honywood Fraser v Rayer 1895 H 454 Nov 21 
Inre Graham Graham v Wynne 1895 G 6537 21 


1896. 
Statham v Dawson 1895 § 3,578 Janl1 
White v Brown 1895 W 2,786 Jan 2 


Cumberland v Bath Brewery, 1d 1895 C 2,070 Jan7 
Singleton v Rains 1895 8S 3,904 Jan8 
Fearnsides v Baines 1895 F 1,514 Jan 10 
— 1895 8 2,426 Jan 13 
ies v Bourne & Grant 1895 H 3,204 Jan 14 
falamanv Gooch 1895 S 2,664 Jan 14 
Oliver vy Thornley & Co 1895 O 1,333 Jan 17 
Moore v Bartlett 1895 M 2,907 Jan 18 
Grange v Bromley 1895 G 1,614 Jan 20 
Reneau v Mundy 1895 R 1,059 Jan 21 
In re Wood, Attorney-Gen v Anderson 1895 
Reid v Reid 1894 R 1,045 Jan 21 
Billy Beard 1895 B 1,869 Jan 23 
Goodwin v Essex 1895 G 1,758 Jan 24 
Evans v Priddy 1895 E 1,052 Jan 25 
Stapleton v Lyles 1895 S 2,705 Jan 30 
Deutsch v Cohen 1895 D 976 Jan 31 
Fairhead v Richardson 1895 F 1,001 Feb3 
Booth v Ashton 1889 B 1,326 Feb5d 
peel! v Hydro-Oxy Gas Patents Proprietary ld 1894 C 2,717 
eb 6 se 
_. Wood 1896 S 172 Feb6é 
ves v National Oyster & Lobster Culture Co ld 1895 H 
2,566 Feb 11 
In re Gordon, Durig v Fitzpatrick 1895 G 531 Feb 12 
In re J W Taylor’s Patent, No 6,538 of 1894, and Patents, Designs, 
&c Act petition ordered to go into Witness List Feb 12 
Woodhams v Hobbs 1895 W 3,071 Feb 14 
2 °ery v New Gordon Diamond Mining Cold 1893 M_ 3,800 
eb 14 
Attorney-Gen v Byford 1895 A 1,298 Feb 14 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice NorTH. 
1895. 
Fletcher v Nash & Nash 1895 F 978 Oct 25 
Jacob v Badcock 1895 J 239 Nov2 
Childs v McVicar 1895 C 1,262 Nov 6 
Hammond v Blott 1895 H 2,066 Nov 11 
Nutt vStuart 1894 N 1,185 Nov 12 
Our Boys’ Clothing Co, 1d, v Holborn Viaduct Land Co 1895 O 
882 Nov 19 
In re Boyd Bartlett v Yon Heidenstam 1895 B 2,016 Nov 20 
Concessions ld v Defty 1895 E 468 Nov 22 
2 v Eyton, Burton & Co 1895 R 2 Nov 25 
ey vFord 1895 O 60 Nov 26 
Heritage vy Skinner 1895 H 1,804 Nov 26 
High School Bedford Park, ld v Richardson 1895 H 2,310 Nov28 
vHandford 1895 P 1,430 Dec 2 
Cumberland Union Banking Co ld v Trustee of Property of E 
Sweetapple 1894 C 4,071 Dec 2 
Mackenzie v Holt 1895 M 2,114 Dec3 
In re The Globe Blocks Gold Mining Cold motn ordered to go into 
Witness List Dec 4 
Bacon v Hillier 1895 B 4,268 Decé 
McKeown v Joint Stock Instituteld 1895 M 1,008 Dec9 
In re Blackburn Blackburn v Blackburn adjd sumns ordered to 
go into Witness List 1895 B 2,873 Dec 13 
@v Hance 1895 § 3,652 Dec 18 


W 3,054 Jan 21 


Mercier v Hutchings 1895 M 1,586 Dec 19 
Windschuegl v Hedley, jun 1895 W 1067. Dec 19 
v Freeman Freeman v Fitch (consolidated) 1895 F 1,441 


Moor v Wallis 1895 M ‘1767 Dec 21 

Pegg v Corporation of British Investors, ld 1895 P 2,272 Dec 24 
Prudential Deposit Bank, ld v Oxenden 1893 P 2,091 Dec 27 
Hilliam v Dearden 1895. H 1,468 Dec 27 


1896 
Barber v Attwood 1895 B 2,199 Jan 2 
Essex v Jey 1895 E 685 Jan3 
Morant v Mitchell 1895 M 505 Jan4 
In re Watson Watson v Watson 1895 W 1,150 Jan7 
In re Davis Davis v Hazell 1895 D 887 Jan7 
Miller v Foot 1895 M 990 Jan8 
Licenses Insurance Corpn & Guarantee Fund, 1d v Lawson 1895 L 
2,162 Nov 10 
Rowland v Mitchell 1895 R 1,776 Jan 10 
In re French Coltsonv Bull 1895 F 967 Jan 15 
Graham v Willford 1895 G 1,860 Jan 15 
Protheroe v Protheroe 1895 P 2,411 Jan 17 
Incandescent Gas Light Co, ld v Hughes 1895 I 2,098 Jan 17 
— of the Property of H J Calcutt, &c v Calcutt 1895 C 2,730 
an 18 
Smith v Jones 1895 8S 3,996 Jan 20 
In re Williams Williams v White 1895 W 726 Jan 20 
Borissow v Borissow 1895 B 4,316 Jan 21 
Incandescent Gas Light Co, ld v Hutter 1895 I 1,594 Jan 22 
Incandescent, &c, Co v Shepherd 1895 I 2,142 Feb 13 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
1895. 
Martin v The Tanning Syndicate, ld 1895 M 573 Nov2 
Pneumatic Tyre Co, ld v J. B. Parkes & Co 1895 D 612 Nové6 
Rawlins v Harris 1895 R 311 Nov il 
Gillespie v Ramsden 1895 G 520 Nov 11 
Frederick Savage & Co, ld v Brindle 1891 F 1,744 Nov 16 
Electric Construction Corpn, ld v South Staffordshire Tramways Co 
1895 E 89 Nov 23 @ 
Poisson v Thomas 1895 P 441 Nov 27 
Kavanagh v Walkden 1894 K 354 Nov 29 
Stephens v Ford 1895 S 3,008 Dec 3 
In re The Globe Blocks Gold Mining Co, 1d motion ordered to go 
into Witness List Dec 6 
Giddie v Devenish 1895 G 1,733 Dec7 
Southern v Municipal Appliances Co, 1d 1895 8S 3,182 Dec 14 
Handford v East End Dwellings Co, ld 1895 H 1,836 Dec 20 
Warren v Taylor 1895 W 2,026 Dec 21 
— v National Insce & Guarantee Corpn, Jd 1895 B 3,366 
lec 23 
Callender v Callender 1895 C 4,027 Dec 23 
Warre v Croft 1895 W 201 Dec 24 
Wacogne v Halse 1895 W 2,847 Dec 24 
Evans v Smith 1895 E 1,188 Dec 30 
1896. 
Loveluck v Vincent 1895 L 71 Jan2 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
1895. 
Fawcett v Homan & Rogers 1895 F 332 Aug 22 
Perry v Societe des Lunetiers 1894 TP 1,993 Dec 23 
Kent v Fortis Powder & Explosives Co,ld 1895 K 400 Dec 24 


1896. 

Actien Gesellschaft fur Cartonnagen Industrie v Schroeder 1895 A 
1,212 Jan 16 

Willett v Newton 1895 W 2,318 Jan 20 

Moon v Gregory 1895 M 2,630 Jan 21 

In re Coundley Coundley v Silk 1895 C 2,101 Jan 21 

Trotter v McCarthy 1895 T 1,205 Jan 22 

Filby v Hounsell 1895 F 1,615 Jan 22 

Workington Brewery Co, ld v The Maryport Brewery, 1d 1895 W 


3,453 Jan 24 
Hatssvury, C. 





Wednesday, the 26th day of February, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Norru (1896—F—No. 58). 


Re F. Rosher & Co, 1d Between Charles E. Pearson (on behalf of himself 

and all other holders of Mortgage Debentures in the Defendant Company), 
Plaintiff, and F. Rosher & Company, Limited, and Frederick Rosher (on 
bebalf of himself and all other holders of 2nd Mortgage Debentures), 





1895 F 1,443 Dec 20 


Defendants. Haussury, 0, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


MILLER v. COLLINS—No. 2, 24th February. 


Marrrep Woman—Reversionary Lire Interest 1x Proceeps or SALE oF 
Reat Estate—Trvust Funps tnvestep ON Mortcace or Reatry—F ines 
anp Recoverres Aroxition Act (3 & 4 Witt. 4, c. 74), ss. 1, 77. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported ante, p. 51). 
The question raised was whether an assignment by a married woman of 
her interest in a reversionary fund invested upon a mortgage of real estate 
under a settlement, executed before Malins’ Act (20 & 21 Vict. c. 57), was 
valid or not. ‘The facts, so far as they are material for the purposes of 
this report, will be found in the judgment of Lindley, L.J. Stirling, J., 
held that the wife’s interest was not an interest in land within the mean- 
ing of the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act, and that she could not 
dispose of it under section 77 of that Act. The vendor, the defendant, 
appealed, and submitted that the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re 
Watts, Cornford vy. Elliott (32 W. R. 900, 27 Ch. D. 318, and on appeal 33 
W. R. 885, 29 Ch. D. 947), was conclusive to shew that this was an 
‘* interest in land.’’ The following cases (amongst others) were referred 
to: Re Durrant & Stoner (30 W. R. 37, 18 Ch. D. 106), Briggs v. Chamber- 
lain (1 W. R. 346, 11 Hare 69), Forbes v. Adams (9 Sim. 462), Alexander v. 
Mills (19 W. R. 310, L. R. 6 Ch. 124). For the plaintiff, the purchaser, 
the contention was that this was an interest in a mortgage debt only, and 
not in land : all the authorities went to shew that a married woman could 
not part with her limited interest in a mortgage debt by fine. The follow- 
ing were referred to: Re Algeo (2 Ir. L. R. Eq. 485), Palmer v. Locke (30 
W. R. 419, 18 Ch. D. 381), Re Thackwray § Young (37 W. R. 74, 40 Ch. D. 
34), New Land Development Association v. Fagence (40 W. R. 295; 1892, 
2 Ch. 138). By section 77 of the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act a 
married woman, by deed duly acknowledged and with her husband’s con- 
currence, may dispose of lands of any tenure and money subject to be 
invested in the purchase of lands, and also dispose of, release, surrender, 
or extinguish any estate which she alone, or she and her husband in her 
right, may have in any lands of any tenure, or in any such money as 
aforesaid, and may release or extinguish any power which may be vested 
in or limited or reserved to her in regard to any lands of any tenure, or 
any such money as aforesaid, or in regard to any estate in any lands of 
any tenure, or in any such money as aforesaid, as fully and effectually as 
she could do if she were a feme sole. 

Tue Court (Livptey and A. L. Smrru, L.JJ., Kay, L.J., dissenting), 
allowed the appeal. 

Linpxey, L.J., read the following judgment, in which A. L. Smith, 
L.J., concurred :—This is an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. 
declaring that a vendor of a certain life interest could not make a good 
title to it, and ordering him to return to the purchaser his deposit, and to 
pay damages to the purchaser for breach by the vendor of the contract of 
sale. The life interest in question was that of a Mrs. Clayton, and was 
created by a settlement made in 1855. By that settlement land was vested 
in trustees upon trust for Mr. Clayton for life, with remainder to Mrs. 
Clayton for life, with certain remainders over. The settlement contained 
a power enabling the trustees to cell and invest the proceeds on mortgage ; 
but there was no direction or power to re-invest in the purchase of land. 
The trustees sold the land so settled, and invested the proceeds, amounting 
to £1,100, on mortgage. By a deed dated the 21st of July, 1869, Mr. and 
Mrs. Clayton sold their life interests in this £1,100 to one Hardy, through 
whom the vendor claims. This deed comprised some houses in which Mr. 
and Mrs. Clayton were ‘interested, besides their life interests in the above 
mentioned fund. The deed was duly acknowledged by Mrs. Clayton, and 
was enrolled as required by the Act for the Abolition of Fines and 
Recoveries. It will be observed that in 1869 Mrs. Clayton’s interest in 
the £1,100 was a reversionary interest, and the deed of 1869, so far as her 
life interest is concerned, could only bind her if such interest could be 
bound under the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act. Mrs. Clayton did 
survive her husband, and she was still living when the contract for the 
sale of her life interest by the defendant to the plaintiff was entered into. 
She has since died, so that her life interest no longer exists; but this 
circumstance, although unfortunate for the plaintiff, the purchaser, 
affords him no defence to the claim by the vendor to the purchase money, 
if the vendor had a good titleto convey when she was alive. The whole 
question therefore is whether a married woman’s beneficial interest in a 
sum of money properly invested by her trustees on a mortgage of land 
conveyed to them is within section 77 of the Fines and Recoveries 
Abolition Act. On reading that section, the above question will be found 
to turn on whether that interest is ‘‘ an estate ’’ within the meaning of that 
word as defined in section 1 of the same Act. Stirling, J., has held that 
it is not, and he has done so on the authority of a decision by Chitty, J., 
to which I will refer presently; but I gather from his judgment that 
had it not been for that decision he would have decided this case the other 
way. (His lordship read the two sections 1 and 77, and continued :—] 
Now, I confess I am quite unable ‘to see the impropriety of describing the 
interest of a person beneficially entitled to money invested on mortgage 
held by his trustee as an interest in land. The interest of the cestui que trust 
is not confined to the money, but extends to the security for it—ic., to 
the land held by his trustee. Such land is vested in the trustee ; but upon 
trust forwhom? The only possible answer is, upon trust for those per- 


sons who are beneficially entitled tothe money. If there is only one such 
person, and he is swi juris, the trustee can be required to transfer the 
security to him—i.c., to assign the debt and convey the land to him. If 
there are several such persons, and they are all sui juris and absolutely 
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‘entitled to the money, and they , they can’ also uire the: 
mortgage debt to be assigned, and the land to be canapel 4 to pHa 
These are only illustrations which lead me to say that a cestui que trys 
of a mortgage debt has an interest in the land. If the. debt is so settleq. 
that the cestwis que trust have not the right to call for an assignment of 
the debt to them, they are nevertheless cestwis que trust of the whole 
security—debt and land—and each of them has an interest, though possibly 
a limited interest, in the one quite as much as in the other. It is true : 
can only reach the mortgagor or the land through their trustee, but this’ 
does not show that they have no interest in the land, the legal estate in ‘which 
is in their trustee. It was contended before us that the words “‘ interest in 
land”’ in section 1 of the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act were used by; 
way of contrast to ‘‘ charge, lien or encumbrance on or affecting land,” 
and that Mrs. Clayton’s interest was only an interest in a charge or en- 
cumbrance, and neither an interest in land nor a charge or encumbrance, 
But this criticism of the language is, in my opinion, unsatisfactory and 
unsound. The word ‘‘ encumbrance”’ is wide enough to include “‘¢ 

and lien,’’ and yet all three words are used. Further, I can find no indi- 
cation of any intention in this Act to make any distinction between a 
charge or an encumbrance, and a partial interest in a charge or encum-' 
brance. The object of the Act does not require any such distinction to be! 
drawn, nor does the language of the Act. On the contrary, such a dis. 
tinction would defeat, and not promote, the object to attain which the 
Act was passed. The truth is that, in defining ‘* estate,’’ no contrast is. 
made, or intended to be made, between one interest in land and another, 
but the sentence is framed so as to include all interests, legal or equitable, 
in land or money, charged upon it, or to be invested in its purchase, or to 
arise from its sale, and several words are used by way of precaution to 
emphasize the meaning and to make sure that nothing intended to be 
included should inadvertently be omitted. This is how the matter appears 
to me to stand on principle and on the construction of the Act. 

now to consider the authorities, and first I will refer shortly to the: 
decisions on the Act itself. In Hobby v. Collins (4 De G. & Sm. 289) 
Knight Bruce, L.J., certainly held that the Act did not enable a married, 
woman to dispose of her reversionary interest in money charged on land, 
or subject to a trust for investment in land. But this case has not been 
followed, and it has been disapproved by Lord St. Leonords (see his Real 
Property Statutes, pp. 232, 233). In the following cases such interests 
have been held to be within the statute: Briggs v. Chamberlain (ubi supra), 
where the married woman’s interest was a reversionary interest in money 
to arise from the sale of land. TZwer v. Turner (3 W. R. 583, 20 Beav. 560)' 
was a similar case. Williams v. Cooke (11 W. R. 504, 4 Gif. 343) is another’ 
decision in accordance with these. In that case a wife’s equity toa settle-' 
ment turned on the effect of her acknowledged deed on her reversionary 
interest in a sum of money charged on land. Re Durrant § Stoner (ubi 
supra) was another case of a reversionary interest in money. The money) 
there had been improperly invested in land, but a married woman’s 
interest in it was held bound by a deed executed and acknowledged 
according tothe Act. These cases can, no doubt, be distinguished in their 
details from the present, but not, I think, in principle. They are all 
alike in being reversionary interests in money, and in my opinion it is 
immaterial whether the money is charged upon, or is to arise from, or is 
subject to be invested in land. In Briggs v. Chamberlain (ubi supra) Wood, 
V.C., emphatically stated, ‘‘ The question does not turn on the difference 
between an interest in possession and an interest in reversion. The ques- 
tion is whether it is an interest in land which can pass by a fine or bya 
deed having a like effect.”” In Re Newton’s Trusts (23 Ch. D. 181, 32 W. 
R. Dig. 64) Chitty, J., appears to have decided the exact point which 
arises in the present case, and to have decided that the reversionary 
interest of a married woman in money invested by her trustees on mort- 
gage was not within the Fines and Recoveries Abolition Act. I confess I 
have great difficulty in understanding that case. It seems to have turned 
on the fact that the married woman had a reversionary interest in only 
two-thirds of the mortgage debt, and that the owner of the other third 
did not join in the assignment. The decision appears to me to be opposed 
to those which I have mentioned, although, no doubt, it is consistent with 
Hobby v. Collins (ubi supra). 1 feel compelled to say that I think Re New- 
ton’s Trusts (ubi supra) was decided on too narrow a view of thé Act. On 
the more general question, whether an equitable interest in a mort-, 
gage debt is an ‘interest in land,’’ the decisions on the Charitable 
Trusts Act, 9 Geo. 2, c. 36, are important, for the language of 
that Act is almost precisely the same as that of the definition. 
of ‘‘ estate’? in the Act for the Abolition of Fines and Recoveries. 
In Brook v. Badley (16 W. R. 947, L. R. 3 Ch. 672) Lord Cairns pointed 
out that a person could not be said to huve no interest in land simply 
because he could not himself actually obtain possession of it, nor because 
it could be conveyed by trustees without his concurrence. Again, in Re 
Watts (ubi supra), Cotton and Fry, L.JJ., expressed their clear opinion 
that an equitable interest in a mortgage debt was an ‘‘ interest in land ' 
in the proper sense of that expression, and within its meaning as used in 9 
Geo. 2, c. 36. These decisions confirm the opinion which I entertain 
myself, and I can discover no reason for holding that the language of the 
one Act ought to be construed differently from that of the other. Mrs. 
Clayton’s interest in the £1,100 in question might, in my opinion, be pro- 
perly regarded either as an interest in land or as ah encumbrance upon 
or affecting it. Her deed affected not only her interest in the land, but 
also her interest in the money which formed the encumbrance upon it, 
and which, in truth, was the foundation and the measure of her interest in 
the land. Her interest in the land and in the money secured on it is well 
within the words used to define “‘ estate,” and I see no justification for 
construing those words narrowly, even if the result may be to enable 
married women to do more by an acknowledged deed under the Fines and: 











Recoveries Abolition Act than they could have done by a fine before the 
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ist, ‘which excepts money to which they are entitled under their 


jements. Something was said about the vendor’s title being too 
intel to force on the purchaser. But there is no risk mien then = 
ere 

The vendor is entitled to the balance of his May v. Roper (4 Sim. 360) it was held that a fine by a married woman did 
ute. For 
owed, the 
judgm: entered for the defendant, 
on the claim and on the counter-claim, with costs both here and 


disturbance, and, as was pointed out when the case was 
really nothing in this point. 
pure: money, which is practically the real 
these reasons I am of opinion that the a 
ent below reversed, and judgment 


uestion in 
should be 


iW. 
7 L.J. (after stating the facts), said :—The question is whether the 
equitable life estate in reversion to which Mrs. Clayton was entitled in the 
income of the £1,100 was, at the date of the assignment by her in 1869, 


an “interest inland” within the meaning of those words in the 


and Recoveries Act, so that, with her husband’s concurrence, she 
If it was, this some- 
If the sum had been variously 


could convey it by an acknowledged deed. 
what uliar result follows : 


in ; on mortgage and part in Consols, 


income as oom derived from the part secured by the mortgage only 
8; the rest would not pass. The £1,100 lent to the mortgagor 
s payment 
rsonal liability, could not make the 
nal debt of £1,100 land or an interestin land. Formerly a mortgagor 
Now, he covenants in the mortgage to 
of the Fines and 
veries Act all that the mortgagee could do as to the debt was to make 
ve &@ power 
of attorney to use the transferor’s name to recover it. Could a married 
woman assign the debt under the Fines and Recoveries Act? If she could, 
the Act enabled her to make a legal assignment of a debt which no one 
in this case was the income 
during her life in the reversion of the £1,100, not the mortgage security 
When a question arises as to the meaning and effect 
of words used in an Act of Parliament, the ordinary mode of solving it is 
to consider the object of the statute, and to see whether the case comes 
The object of the Fines and 
Recoveries Act was, so far as married women were concerned, to facilitate 
the transfer of real estate by providing a simpler mode of ee = 

ould it 
facilitate the transfer of real estate to hold that the deed of 1869 passed 
the married woman’s reversionary life estate in the £1,100? Her con- 
currence was not necessary to enable the trustees to deal with the mort- 
gaged estate. They could convey it, transfer, or release it from the mort- 
gage debt without her, and, supposing such acts to be done in the due 
performance of the trust, she had no power to interfere. Could the Fines 
and Recoveries Act have been intended to enable her to dispose of her 
reversionary life interest in equity in the income derived from a debt which 


would 
was a debt due from him. That he gave a security on land for 


of that debt, in addition to his 


fad to give a bond for the debt. 
y it.. But, in either case, at the time of the passing 


an assignment of it which was only a contract in equity, and 


else could do. What she attempted to assign 


orany interest in it. 
within the real meaning and purpose of it. 


interests in it than the somewhat cumbrous device of a fine. 


was collaterally secured by a mortgage so situated? I asked during the 


argument whether there was any authority for saying that such an interest 


could have been transferred by a fine. None was produced, and my im- 


pression is that such an interest could not have been so transferred. This 


age be another reason for presuming that the case did not come within 
ct. 
“estate.” Section 77 enables a married woman to dispose of any estate in 
land. Section 1 saysthat ‘‘the word ‘estate’ shall extend toan estatein equity 
as well as at law, and shall also extend to any interest, charge, lien, or 
encumbrance in, upon, or affecting lands, either at law or in equity.” 
It was suggested that that must be read ‘‘ any interest in lands, or any 
, lien, or encumbrance upon or affecting lands,’’ and I think that 
isso. It is correct to speak of an interest in land, but hardly to say an 
“interest upon or affecting land.’’ Those words ‘‘ upon or affecting ’’ are 
rather applicable to ‘‘ charge, lien, or encumbrance.”” Then it was argued 
that “‘ interest in land,’”’ as there used, must mean something other than 
“charge, lien, or encumbrance.’”’ If it included them, those words 
would be superfluous. It is not a sweeping clause following those words. 
I do not rely upon this argument. However the words are read, they do 
not seem to me to express any interest in a debt which is also secured by 
a charge, lien, or encumbrance on land. The word “ mo ” does 
not occur in the definition, probably becauee the Act was only dealin 
with land, and the word ‘‘ mortgage,”” as popularly used, includes bo 
the personal debt and thecharge. The words seem tocontemplate dealing 
with the land so as to free it from a charge, lien, or encumbrance, when 
such an encumbrance is vested in a married woman or her concurrence is 
to deal with it, but not to an ent of a reversionary 
interest in equity in money which happens to be secured by a collateral 
or encumbrance, and least of all to an t of an equitable 
Teversionary interest for life in such money. I will now refer to the cases 
which seem to approach most nearly to the question we have to consider. 
Tn Goodrick v. Shotbolt (Prec. Ch. 333) a married woman was entitled in 
equity to a bond and warrant of attorney given before her by her 
intended husband to her father to secure £300 to her on the death of her 
husband, if she survived him. Judgment was entered by her father on 
the warrant of attorney, which thus created a charge upon all the real 
estate of the husband. The wife joined with her husband in conveying 
his land by deed and fine in order to extinguish her equitable interest 
inthis charge. She survived her husband and her father, and took out 
tion to her father, and then, as his ad trix, sought to 
extend the judgment t her husband’s land, and it was held by Lord 


Keeper Sir Simon Harcourt (afterwards Lord Chancellor Harcourt) thatthe 
flhe extinguished her equitable right to the charge created by the judgment, 
and that therefore she could not extend the land under the judgment, 


, or can be done even now under Vice-Chancellor Malins’s 


Mr. Hastings called attention to the words of section 1 defining 





but must enter satisfaction upon it. This seems to shew the true operation 




















































of a fine in such a case. Teestinguil the alee shen the land wasa 
different thing from assigning reversi interest in the 2300 to 
third . The fine did not affect the t to the bond debt, nor 
could it transfer the bond debt. But a fine might be used to effect a 
transfer of money which was solely an interest in For instance, in 


pass her share of the proceeds of sale of real estate, which was devised in 
trust to sell and to pay part of the ge to her; and this was again 
held in Forbes v. Adams (9 Sim. 360). In these cases the share of the 
proceeds, until the sale actually taken place and the real estate was 
agg oy Sy hy was an equitable interest in the land, and nothing 
else. So in Briggs v. Chamberlain (ubi supra) land was held in trust for sale, 
and a cestui que trust of a share in the proceeds, being a married woman, 
mortgaged her interest, with the concurrence of her husband, by a deed 
duly acknowledged. This was solely an interest in land, and therefore 
bound by the mortgage. In Williams v. Cooke (wbi supra) a woman, before 
her , had a debt due to her secured by a deposit of deeds with 
her, and, with the concurrence of her husband, she, by acknowledged 
deed, assigned this fare way of . This was not a rever- 
sionary interest ; the hus' and wife assign the debt in equity, 
and under the Act could also make a valid conveyance of the security. In 
Re Durrant § Stoner (ubi supra) trustees improperly invested the trust 
moneys in the purchase land, and the cestuis que trust, who were 
married women, joined with the trustees in selling and conveying the 
land by acknow deed. In that case the married women had a lien 
on the land, and the trustees could not have conveyed it without their 
concurrence. So that it came within the words and within the object and 
purpose of the Act. In Re Newton's Trusts (ubi suprd) trustees of personal 
estate invested part of it on . A married woman was entitled to 
one-third of such personal estate in reversion after a life estate. She and 
her husband by a deed in 1854, before Vice-Chancellor Malins’s Act, pur- 
ported to concur with the tenant for life and the other cestuis que trust in 
reversion in assigning the mortgage debts, and all other the personal 
property, by way of mortgage, and the married woman acknowledged 
this deed under the Fines and Recoveries Act. Ohitty, J., said 
that the question turned upon the construction of the Fines and 
Recoveries Act, and that the deed was not sufficient to pass 
the interest of the married women in the mortgage debts. The 
learned judge afterwards referred to the non-concurrence of one of the 
cestuis que trust in remainder, I suppose because the other cestwis que 
trust could not alone require a tuner to themselves of the mo . 
But I understand the main reason of the decision to be that what the 
married women purported to assign was an equitable interest in a debt 
secured by mortgage, and not merely an ‘interest in land’’ within the 
meaning of those words in the Fines and Recoveries Act. But great 
reliance was placed y my Re Watts (ubi supra)., That was a case under 
the Charitable Trusts Act (9 Geo. 2, c. 36). A™testator had bequeathed 
such part of his personal estate as could by law be so given to charities. 
Three items were in question—({1) a mortgage to the testator of an 
equitable life estate in personal property, which was invested on mortgage 
in the names of trustees; (2) a mortgage of another equitable life interest 
and half the reversion in » which was invested on 
mortgage in the names of trustees; (3) a similar mortgage of the other 
half. Pearson, J., held that the first was pure personalty and passed to 
the charities, because the testator in that case did not take any real 
interest in the original mortgage; all he took was the income of the 
money invested on mortgage. Butas to (2) and (3) he decided that these 
were interests in land, because by foreclosing both the testator (the 
mortgagee of these interests) would become entitled to call upon the 
trustees to transfer the inal mortgage to him, and would thus become 
entitled to the land. There was no appeal as to (1), the mortgage of the 
life interest ; but as to (2) and (5) the case was appealed (see 29 Ch. D.. — 
947), and the decision of Pearson, J., was on the ground that 
these mortgages gave to the mo: an interest in land, Cotton, L.J., 
saying that ‘‘a mo by some of the cestuis que trust of their interest 
under a settlement, the subject to which are invested on mortgage 
of land, confers an interest in land, and therefore cannot be bequeathed to 

a charity ’’ ; and Fry, L.J., an opinion that the charge need not be 
direct to create an interest in under the Act. So faras direct authority 
can be found, the decision of Chitty, J., in Re Newton's Trusts (ubi supra) 
and that of Pearson, J., in Re Watts (ubi supra) are the view that 
a married woman could transfer her reversionary interest in personal 
property, which is invested on m in the names of trustees by 
acknowledged deed under the Fines and Act. The decision in 
Re Watts of the Court of Appeal was under a different statute, and was a 
case in which the testator was or might become absolutely entitled to 
the debt and to the security, and it does not seem to me to 
govern the present case. opinion is that the equitable life interest in 
reversion of the married woman in the £1,100 in this case could not be 
transferred by an acknow deed under the Fines and Recoveries 
Act, and, consequently, that the vendor’s title was bad, and that the 
plaintiff should recover his deposit, and that this appeal should be dis- 
missed. Since Vice-Chancellor Malins’s Act (20 faa i c. a pa 
expresaly authorizes assignments by acknowledged of personal pro- 
perty to which married women are entitled in reversion under an instru- 
ment made after the 3let of December, 1857, not being a settlement made _ 
on marriage, this question will not often arise. But it may be that under 

a marriage settlement a married woman is entitled to a reversionary 
interest for life in personal which happens to be invested on 
mortgage. She cannut assign under Vice-Chancellor Malins’s Act. 
Can it be that, though expressly prohibited by that Act, it can be disposed 
of under the Fines and Recoveries Act? Appeal allowed.—Oo 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Willis-Bund; Graham Hastings, Q.C., 
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T. Douglas. Sowicrrors, Kennedy, Hughes, ¢ Kennedy, for J. A. Hughes, 
Wrexham; Atkinson § Dresser, for Truman, Nottingham. 


[Reported by W Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re MACDUFF, MACDUFF v. MACDUFF Stirling, J., 26th February. 
Witt—Beeqvest vor CHARITABLE OR PHILANTHROPIC PuRPosEsS—VALIDITY. 


In this case the question was raised whether a gift for ‘‘ charitable or philan- 
thropic ’’ purposes was valid. By his will dated the 24th of July, 1889, the 
Rev. J. R. Macduff, ‘‘ formerly minister of Sandyford Church and Parish, 
Glasgow, but now having my domicile in England,’’ by clause (1) appointed 
his daughter, Annie Seton Macduff, and -A. Macduff and H. Macduff 
executors and trustees of his will, and by clause (2) he bequeathed all his 
property for the behoof, in the first instance, of his said daughter, the 
entire interest of the same to be enjoyed by her during her lifetime, with 
the reservation of certain legacies therein mentioned. By clause (7) he 
declared that ‘‘the aforesaid provisions or legacies are to come into 
immediate, or almost immediate, settlement at my death. The following 
and far more important bequest is for the future, and is retained under 
the seal of secrecy until my daughter’s death, when my aforesaid trustees 
are empowered to open it. But until that time it is sacredly to be 
retained by my daughter, Annie 8. Macduff, the provisions of the same 
being contingent on her wishes and other private considerations. It con- 
tains the bequest of a considerable sum of money for a purpose or purposes 
which cannot at present be disclosed, and the destination of which may be 
altered or modified at her discretion or, failing her, others whose names 
will be engrossed in this special deed.’’ And all the rest of his property 
he gave absolutely to his said daughter. The testator made two codicils 
to his will which were not material on the present question. The testator 
also executed the following document, which was dated the 27th of 
August, 1889, and admitted to probate together with the said will and 
codicils :—‘*‘ Special private and contingent bequests embodied at p. 3, 
paragraph No 7, in my will dated the 24th of July, 1889.—As said private 
and contingent bequests are not to take effect in my daughter’s lifetime, 
but only come into operation at her death, my two trustees mentioned in 
aforesaid will and settlement are then empowered to open this document 
and carry its provisions into execution, with any new specification or 
alteration that may have been resolved on by my daughter and left in her 
handwriting at the end of these presents. I, John Ross Macduff, will 
from my estate the entire sum of £10,000, to be appropriated and allocated 
for some one or more purposes charitable, philanthropic, or . 
The precise purpose or purposes I would desire to be named by my 
daughter, Annie 8. Macduff. But should she from any cause fail or be 
unable to indicate these, I leave the elder surviving sons of my brothers, in 
co-operation with any others in whose wisdom and experience they can 
thoroughly rely, to see my wishes carried into effect. I am unable 
personally to tie myself down to any specific scheme, as many objects 
supremely claimant to-day may cease to be su after a series of years, while 
otbers at present undreamt of may be found urgent.’? The testator died 
on the 30th of April, 1895, leaving his said daughter his heiress-at-law 
and sole next of kin. On the 8th of July, 1895, an originating summons, 
to which her co-executors and her Majesty’s Attorney-General were 
defendants, was taken out by the daughter, asking (1) whether any 
bequest of £10,000 to take effect on the death of the said Annie S. Mac- 
duff was effectually made by the will and codicils of the said testator for 
any charitable or other purpose ; and (2) whether the executors were at 
liberty, subject to providing for the payment of the testator’s debts, 
funeral, and testamentary expenses, and the legacies effectually given by 
the said will, to assign forthwith to the said Annie S. Macduff the whole 
of the testator’s personalty. 

Sriniine, J., stated the facts, and pointed out that the testator having 
treated himself as domiciled in England, he would decide the case with 
reference solely to the law of England, the law of Scotland on the question 
being different. It had been urged on behalf of the plaintiff, the 
residuary legatee, that the gift was invalid for two reasons, (1) by reason 
cf the blauk left by the testator after the words ‘‘ charitable, philanthropic, 
or < ””; or (2) because the word “ philanthropic”? was of a 
wider meaning than the word charitable, and might extend to purposes 
not charitable within the technical legal meaning of the word. As to the 
first objection, his lordship considered that the gift ought not to be held 
invalid merely by reason of the blank, and referred to the cases of Iiling- 
worth v. Cooke (9 Hare 37) and Gill v. Bagshaw (2 Eq. 746). It was as if 
the testator had said, ‘‘I leave my property to such charitable, philan- 
thropic, or other purposes as I may hereafter declare by a codicil to my 
will,”” and bad died without making any such declaration. The question 
remained whether a gift for charitable or philanthropic purposes was valid 
according to the Jaw of England. The contention on behalf of the 
Attorney-General was that ‘‘ charitable” was used in the popular sense, 
and ‘‘ philanthropic’’ was used to express purposes which were charitable 
within the strict legal sense. His lordship then referred to James v. Allen 
(3'Mer. 17) and Kend.li v. Granger (5 Beav. 300). With the observations 
of Lord Langdale in the latter case (at p. 304), his lordship said he agreed, 
and he, too, was not at liberty to depart from the decisions which had 
already been given. In his lordship’s opinion ‘‘ philanthropic’ was wide 
enough to cover purposes which were not charitable within the technical 
sense, and therefore he held that the gift in question failed. The execu- 
tors were therefore directed, after applying the assets in their hands in a 
due course of administration, to transfer the balance to the plaintiff.— 
Counset, Hadley ; Whitworth ; Ingle Joyce. Sowtcrrons, Thomas Webster ; 
The Solicitor for the Treasury. 

[Reported by W. fcorr Tromrsox, Barrister-at-Law.] 








MALCOLM v. HANCOCK—Kekewich, J., 13th February. 


Powzr—APppoInTMENT—IRREVOCABLE APPOINTMENT ‘‘ sSUBJECT’’ TO A Prion 
ApporinTMENT—Farture oF Prion APPOINTMENT. 


By a deed dated the 13th of March, 1872, a moiety of a sum of £28,000 
Consolidated Stock, and of certain shares of residuary real and personal 
estate was + eg to trustees on trust to pay the income arising there. 
from to Sir Henry J. B. Burford-Hancock for life as therein stated, with 
remainder to his children in such shares and in such manner as he should 
‘“by any deed or deeds, with or without power of revocation and new 
appointment, appoint’ with a proviso to the effect that it should be 
lawful for him by deed or by will or codicil to appoint after the 
determination of his life interest one fourth part of the income of the 
said trust funds to ‘‘ his wife” for her life, ‘‘upon such conditions and 
with such restrictions as he should think fit.’”’ At the date of the 
execution of this deed Sir H. J. B. Burford-Hancock was married to his 
first wife, to whom, by a deed poll dated the 26th of January, 1885, he, 
in exercise of the above power, irrevocably appointed one fourth part of 
the income of the said trust funds for her life upon the determination 
of his life interest, if she should then be living. By the same deed, and by 
a subsequent supplemental deed poll dated the 27th of December, 
1892, he also appointed the said trust funds to his three children 
absolutely, subject to his life interest in the income, and ‘subject 
also and Cine greene to the appointment” in favour of his wife, 
‘‘if the same 6 take effect.’”? Sir H. J. B. Burford-Hancock’s first 
wife died in 1893. By a deed poll dated the 23rd of March, 1895, 
and made upon his marriage with his second wife, Sir H. J. B. Burford- 
Hancock appointed one fourth part of the income of the said trust funds 
to his second wife for her life upon the determination of his life interest, 
if she should be then living. Sir H. J. B. Burford-Hancock died on the 
23rd of October, 1895. His will contained no reference to the appointment 
in favour of his second wife. This summons raised the question whether 
the appointment in favour of Sir H. J. B. Burford-Hancock’s second wife 
was a valid exercise of the power of appointment in favour of ‘‘ his wife” 
given to him by the deed of the 13th of March, 1872. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the words ‘‘ his wife’’ should be construed as 
applying to any wife of Sir Henry J. B. Burford-Hancock, and not neces- 
sarily to a wife living at the date of the deed of 1872 or to a first wife onl; 
But that, though this was so, an irrevocable appointment had been made 
of the whole of the trust funds in favour of his three children absolutely, 
‘‘ subject’? (which was equivalent to ‘‘subject only’’) to his own life 
interest and to the appointment in favour of his first wife ; and it would be 
introducing a limitation curtailing the absolute appointment to the 
children, which was not in fact introduced, were his lordship to hold the 
appointment in favour of the second wife to be a good appointment. He 
therefore held that the appointment in favour of the second wife was 
invalid.—Counsen, C. E. E. Jenkins; Renshaw, Q.O0., and Ingle Joyce; 
J. Austen-Cartmell. Soxicrrors, H. P. Spottiswoode; Roweliffes, Rawle, § 
Co. ; J. Rogers. 

[Reported by C. C. Hensiry, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bencn Division. 
BALLARD v. HALLIWELL—20th February. 


Pracrice—Costs—Ex Parte Morion—Quo Warranto—Mcnicipat Cor- 
poration Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 50), s. 225. 

This was an application on the part of the respondent for the costs of 
opposing a motion for a rule nisi for an information in the nature of a que 
warranto calling upon him to shew by what authority he claimed to be 8 
councillor of the borough of Brighton. Notwithstanding the motion was 
an ez parte one, the costs were claimed on the ground of the provisions of 
the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, s. 225, which provides that * (1) An 
application for an information in the nature of a quo warranto against any 
person claiming to hold a corporate office shall not be made after the 
expiration of twelve months from the time when he became disqualified 
after election. (2) In the case of such application, or of an application 
for a mandamus to proceed to an election of a corporate officer, the appli- 
cant shall give notice in writing of the application to the person to be 
affected thereby (in this section called the respondent) at any time not 
less than ten days before the day in the notice specified for making the 
application. (3) The notice shall set forth the name and description of 
the applicant, and a statement ot the grounds of the application. (4) The 
applicant ehall deliver with the notice a copy of the affidavits whereby the 
application will be supported. (5) The respondent may shew cause in the 
first instance against the application. (6) If sufficient cause is not shewn, 
the court, on proof of due service of the notice, statement, and copy 
affidavits used in support of the application may, if it thinks fit, make the 
rule for the information or mandamus absolute,” &c. The respondent's 
counsel cited Berry v. The Exchange Trading Co. (1 Q. B. D. 77). The 
respondent was served with notice of the motion, Which might have been 
made on or after the 24th of January. It was not made, and on the 28th 
of January a notice of abandonment was served upon the respondent. 

Tue Court (Wits and Wricut, JJ.) held that ‘the respondent was 
entitled to the costs of the whole proceedings.—CounsgL, Boxall ; Higgins. 
Soxrcrrorns, Sawyer ¢$ Ellis ; Ballard. 

[Reported by C. G. Wiisrauan, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


STRICKLAND v. HAYES—12th February. 


Country Counci:—Byz-taw rox Goon Ruiz anp GovennMentT—OConFIBMA- 
TION—V.ALIDITY—REASONABLENESS—UskE OF Prorane Lancuaae. 


Case stated by justices of Worcestershire. The appellant was charged 
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with having used profane language in a public place contrary to the fol- 
lowing bye-law of the Worcestershire County Council: “‘ No mn 
shall, in any street or public place or on land adjacent thereto, sing or 
recite any profane or obscene song or ballad, or use any profane or obscene 
2? The bye-law was made by the County Council under section 
93 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, which is incorporated in 
section 16 of the Local Government Act, 1888. It was proved that the 
liant had used profane or obscene language when standing on a 
public footpath in the presence of a number of persons. The justices held 
that the bye-law was not unreasonable, and was valid, and convicted the 
pellant. The question for the court was whether that view was correct. 
Banonds v. Company of Watermen (1 Jur. N.S. 727), Reg. v. Thallman (33 
L. J. M. OC. 58), were cited 
Linptey and Kay, L.JJ. (sitting as a divisional court) allowed the 


el L.J.—The question is whether this bye-law is valid or invalid. 
As to the objection that these bye-laws required confirmation by the 
Local Government Board, that is disposed of by looking at the statutes 
under which they were made. These are bye-laws for the good rule and 
government of the county, and it is clear that they only require the 
sanction of the Secretary of State, and that the Local Government Board 
have nothing to do with them. The serious objection alleged is that this 
bye-law goes too far, and it is certainly very important to see that bye- 
laws are not made in excess of the powers of those who make them. 
They are made under section 23 of the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, 
which is incorporated in section 16 of the Local Government Act, 1888. 
Section 23 gives no power to create a new criminal offence. I do not 
mean that the bye-laws can do no more than reiterate the provisions of an 
Act of Parliament ; that would be useless. But they must be within .the 
authority under which they are made. I have no hesitation in eaying 
that this bye-law goes too far. By the addition of the words ‘‘ or on any 
land adjacent thereto’’ the prohibition is made extremely wide, and goes 
far beyond what is necessary for good government. It does not, however, 
follow that the reat of the bye-law is bad. It would be possible to 
sever this bye-law by striking out the words “‘or on land adjacent 
thereto.”’ But taking the werds which would then remain there is 
nothing whatever to shew that it is intended that any such words as ‘‘ to 
the annoyance of the public’’ are to be imported. If the words of public 
Acts relating to the same subject are examined, such as the Towns Police 
Clauses Act, 1847, it is seen that some such words are always inserted. 
Under this bye-law a person could be convicted for having sung a bawdy 
song, although no person was near or could have been annoyed. A bye- 
law so unrestricted goes far beyond what is reasonable for the good 
government of the county, and we must hold that it is bad. 

Kay, L.J.—Lhave the strongest desire to support this conviction, but 
the danger is that, if we hold such a bye-law as this to be good, it 
will furnish a precedent all over the country. The similar provisions of 
the Towns Police Clauses Act is guarded by the words ‘‘to the annoy- 
ance of the public,’’ and unless there is an annoyance of the public there 
is no infringement of the Act of Parliament. Can it be right that an 
authority, having power to make bye-laws for good government, should 
reject the restriction which is found in the Act of Parliament, and make 
such a bye-law as this? Under this bye-law it would be an offence ifa 
man gave himself up and admitted that he had used profane or obscene 
language, although no human being heard him. Anyone trying to obtain 
a conviction under this bye-law would be entitled to argue that on a 
comparison of it with the language of the Towns Police Clauses Act it was 
clear, from the omission of the restricting words, that the bye-law was 
intended to be wider than the provisions of the Act. It cannot be said 
that the restrictive words are to be implied; a person charged is entitled 
to have the offence clearly stated in the bye-law under which he is charged. 
There can be no such implication here. I am brought to the conclusion 
that this bye-law is bad, not only because of the words ‘‘or on land 
adjacent thereto,’ but because it is not restricted to cases where the 
public is annoyed. Conviction quashed.—CounsgL, Crump, Q.C.; Chan- 
nell, Q.C., and Brooke Littl. Sotrcrrors, Tree, Worcester; Clarke ¢ 
Blundell, for Thorneley, Worcester. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.} 


COOK v. WHITE—10th February. 


ApvULTERATION—Foop—F aise Warranty—Summons—Timg For SgRvinG 
Summons—Purcnase vor Tsst Puxrosss—Foop anp Drues Act, 1879 
(42 & 43 Vicr. c. 30), s. 10. 


In this case the question was whether that part of section 10 of the 
Food and Drugs Act, 1879, which prescribes that the summons shall be 
served within twenty-eight days of the purchase for test purposes, applies 
in the case in which the person who is charged is not the person from 


whom the purchase for test purposes was made. Section 25 of the Food 
and Drugs Act, 1875, provides that if any person charged under the Act 
with an article of food or a drug not of the nature, substance, and 


quality of the article demanded by the purchaser shall prove that he pur- 
chased the article in question as the same in nature, substance, and quality 
as that demanded, and with a written warranty to that effect, &., he 
shall be discharged from the prosecution ; and section 27 provides that 
every person who shall give a false warranty in writing to any purchaser 
in respect of an article of food or a drug sold by him as principal or 
agent shall be guilty of an offence under the Act, and be liable to a 
penalty not exceeding twenty pounds. Section 10 of the Act of 1879 
provides (inter alia) as follows: ‘‘In all prosecutions under the principal 
Act, and notwithstanding the provisions of section 20 of the said Act, the 
summons to ap before the magistrates shall be served upon the person 
charged with violating the provisions of the said Act within a reasonable 


time ; and, in the case of a perishable article, not 
days from the time of the purchase from such person for test 
the food or drug, for the sale of which, in contravention of the terms of the 
yey Act, the a is rendered “4 = ee | FB ae 28th 
of April, 1895, milk was purchased, for the purposes o! from 
Lilley. On the 10th of May, a certificate that the milk was adulterated 
having been made, a summons was taken out. On the 24th of May the 
summons was heard, and Lilley, having proved that he bought the’ milk 
from the respondent with a written warranty, was discharged. ‘Thereupon 
a& summon; was taken out against the ay senses and was served upon 
him on the 27th of May. At the hearing the objection was taken that the 
summons was served more than twenty-eight days after the purc 
test purposes. The magistrate decided in favour of the objec 
stated a case. 

Tue Court (Linviey and Kay, L.JJ.) remitted the case to the 
trate, with the expression of their opinion that the latter part of the 
tion did not apply where the purchase for test purposes was not 
from the person who was with the offence. They added 
under the circumstances, they thought the summons against 
respondent had been served within a reasonable time.—Oounse,, MM 
morran. Souicrtor, Stanley Hoare. ; 


[Reported by C. G. Wiiprauam,Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re MURIETTA, Ex parte SOUTH AMERICAN AND MEXICAN CO.— 
C..A. No. 1, 28th February. 


Bankruptcy—Banxruptcy Notices — Derecr — ImmaTgriaLity—F oTiiry 
or Bankruptcy Procespincs—No Assxts—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883, s. 4, 
SUB-SECTION 1 (a); s. 7, SUB-SECTION (3). 


This was an appeal by the petitioning creditors from an order of Mr. 
Registrar Giffard, dismissing a bankruptcy petition against C. de 
Murietta. In 1891 the firm of Messrs. de Murietta, in which the respond- 
ent was a partner, transferred their business to a limited company. In 
March, 1892, the company was wound up voluntarily. In April, 1893, 
the respondent and his partners transferred all their separate and jeint 

roperty to a trustee for the benefit of their creditors. The — 

eld a large number of shares in the South American and Mexican Co, 
In August, 1893, this company was ordered by the court to be wound up, 
and George Stapylton Barnes was appointed liquidator, and in November, 
1893, a committee of inspection was appointed. In due course the 
liquidator obtained a balance-order the t for calls on 
his shares in the company. In October, 1894, the committee of inspec- 
tion resolved that bankruptcy proceedings should be taken against the 
respondent and his . On the 12th of November, 1894, an 
action was commen by the liquidator, in the name of the com a 
against the respondent to recover £26,265, the amount of his un 
calls. The writ was entitled ‘‘ The South American and Mexican Oo., in 
Liquidation, by George Stapylton Barnes, the Official Receiver and 
Liquidator thereof, ». Cristobal de Murietta.’’ Un the 27th of November, 
1894, judgment was ed against the respondent for the amount 
claimed. In October, 1895, the committee of inspection resolved that 
the respondent having made no offer, the bankruptcy proceedings should 
go on, and accordingly, on the 2lst of October, 1895, a bankruptcy notice 
was issued, headed: ** Ex parte The South American and Mexican Oo., in 
Liquidation, by George Stapylton Barnes, the Official Receiver and Liqui- 
dator thereof,’’ requiring the respondent ‘‘to pay to George Stapylton 
Barnes, of, &c., the official receiver and liquidator of the South American 
and Mexican Co., in liquidation,’ the amount of the judgment debt or to 
‘secure or compoand the said sum to the satisfaction of the said official 
receiver and liquidator or te the satisfaction of the court.’’ The respondent 
failed to comply with the bankruptcy notice, and on the 6th of November, 
1895, a bankruptcy petition was issued. The registrar held that the 
bankruptcy notice was bad, as it required the respondent to pay the judg- 
ment debt to the liquidator or to secure or compound for the same to 
his satisfaction, whereas the bankruptcy notice t to have followed the 
judgment and required the respondent to pay the debt to the company or 
secure or compound for the same to the satisfaction of the company. In 
support of the appeal it was contended that the bankruptcy notice was 
valid, as the liquidator of the company was the proper person to receive 
payment. For the respondent it was argued that, under section 4, sub- 
section (1) (g), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the bankruptcy notice could 
only be issued by the ‘‘ creditor,’’ and that the Serko Ti and not the 
liquidator, was the creditor: Re Howes, Ex parte Hug 1892, 2 @ B. 
628), Re Low, Ex parte Gibson (1895, 1 Q. B. 734). It was also contended 
that no receiving order ought to be made, because ) 
no property the proceedings would be futile. On this point Re Otway, 
Ex parte Otway (1895, 1 Q. B. 812) was relied on, 

Tus Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorrs ahd Ricny, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal, and made a receiving order against the respondent. 

Lord Esugr, M.R., said that an action had been brought against the 
respondent by the liquidator in the name of the ey: and judgment 
had been recovered, which remained unsatisfied. The res’ it was 
therefore a judgment debtor who was liable to be made a 
proper steps were taken. A bankruptcy notice had been 
upon the judgment. The mee 44 Big mo followed the form of the 
judgment. If the notice been in the name of the liqui- 
dator only, without meni the company, then the case of Re Winter- 





bottom, Ex parte Winterbottom (18 Q. B. D. 446) shewed that the notice 
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would not have been in the proper form. So far, therefore, the notice was 
in form. But then it was said that the notice was invalidated 
in.the body of it the debtor was required to compound the debt 

to the satisfaction of the liquidator. If the debtor had been required to 
with the company acting through the liquidator the notice 

would have been perfectly in order, but it was obvious that there could 
have been no mistake on the part of the debtor as to whom he was to 
compound with. There was only one such person—viz., the liquidator. 
If. necessary the court had power to cure the defect by amendment, under 
section 143; but the defect was so trifling that amendment was not neces- 
sary. Another argument raised on behalf of the respondent was that 
bankruptcy proceedi could not in this case produce any beneficial 
result, as the debtor Lad no pro; whatever, and, on the authority of 
Re Otway, it was contended that these circumstances a receiving order 
should not be made. The facts in that case were very different, for bank- 
raptcy would have destroyed the only available asset. In the present case 
it was hopeless to expect that the debtor would get his discharge before 
some time had elapsed, and it was not improbable that he might 
during that time acquire some property with which he could pay the 


Lorzs, L.J., concurred. ‘With regard to the alleged defect in the bank- 
ruptcy notice, the case of Re Low, Ex parte Gibson, shewed that there was 
a wide distinction between material defects in a bankruptcy notice and 
mere irregularities which could not deceive the debtor. In the present 
case the defect could not have deceived anyone. 


Riesy, L.J., concurred. Appeal allowed.—Counset, Muir Mackenzie and 
Howard Wright ; H. Reed, Q.C., and Loehnis. Soxicrrors, Freshfields § 
Williams ; Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Watton. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosrnsoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


‘Re SEAMAN, Ex parte THE FURNESS FINANCE CO.—Vaughan 
Williams, J., 4th, 8th, and 11th February. 


Banxrvuptoy—Assicnment or Dest—Norice or Act or BANkRrupTcy— 
‘Orper on Dispostriun—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), 
“gs. 44, 49. 


. This was a motion by the Furness Finance Co. against the trustee 
» 2 pt, for a declaration that they were entitled to 

the sum of £74 13s. 6d., part of certain moneys received by the trustee 

from the War Office in payment for works executed by the bankrupt prior 

to his bankruptcy. The company claimed to be entitled to this sum 

under an assignment given to them by the bankrupt, charging the pay- 

ment of the sum of £74 13s. 6d. owed by him to the company upon all 
ue 


moneys due to him from the War Office, in payment for work carried out 
dna Ita that the bankrupt had first borrowed money from 
company in 1890, and on the 29th of October of that year he executed 


an assignment to them, charging the payment of £30 on the money due to 
him from the War Office. The company failed to give notice of this 
pepe to the War Office. The bankrupt subsequently borrowed 
sums from the company, and on the 16th of June, 1892, he owed 

them £59 13s. 6d. Upon that day he received a further advance of £15, 
and executed the assignment to the company, under which they now 
The bankrupt committed the act of bankruptcy, upon which 
receiving order was made against him, upon the 19th of May, 1892; 
petition was presented upon the 20th of May, and was pending when 
executed the assignment of the 16th of June. The receiving order was 
made oF the 11th of August. The company gave due notice to the War 
Office of the assignment of the 16th of June, and received the usual official 
reply that the department did not recognize assignments inany way. The 
company therefore, having given notice of their claim to the trus- 
tee, who refused to admit it, left him to get the money from the 
War Office, intending to claim it when it came into his hands. 
He did not get it until December, 1893, and wrote to the com- 
pany on the 29th of December that he had obtained it. The letter 
miscarried, and the company did not become aware that the money had 
been recovered from the War Office until 1895, when the trustee submitted 
his accounts and applied for his release. This motion was then launched. 
Upon the hearing the contest upon the facts was as to whether a further 
vance of £15 was given upon the 16th of June, and whether the company 
had notice — date of any act of bankruptcy committed by the 
bankrupt. er, it was contended for the trustee that, whatever the 
facts were, the ent of the 16th of June did not operate to assign 
£30 already ed by the deed of the 29th of October, 1890. It was 
ae Scag the company had never given notice of this deed to the 
ar Office, therefore the chose in action assigned by it was in the order 
or disposition of the bankrupt with the consent of the true owner upon 
the 19th of May, 1892, the date of the commencement of the bankruptcy ; 
it became from that date the property of the trustee, and could not pass 
by the aaa deed of the 16th of June, as the bankrupt had then no 


HI 
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Vavenan Wit.1aMs, J., decided in favour of the company both upon 
the facts and upon the law, holding that the assignment had been made 
without notice by the company of any act of bankruptcy, and that it 
operated to assign the whole sum charged. The trustee had, however, 
spent a large amount in recovering the money from the War Office, which 
only came to £140, and his lordship therefore directed an inquiry as to the 
expenses incurred 1a remuneration due to the trustee, which would 
have to be allowed in full before the company could be paid their debt or 
the costs of the motion.—Counsmt, Muir Mackenzie; A. H. Carrington. 
Soxzcrrors, Sims ¢ Vyme; F. W. Bailey. 

gk [Reported by P.M. Farancxz, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Solicitors’ Cases. 
TOMLINSON v. BROADSMITH AND ANOTHER—20th February. 
Soxicrrok anpD Cirent—PartrnersHip—RETAINER—NEGLIGENCE, 

This was an ap by the defendants from the judgment of Kennedy, 
J., at the trial of the action with a special jury at Manchester. The 
defendants were solicitors, and the action was brought by a Mr. Tomlin. 
son to recover damages from them for wrongfully and without his authority 
entering an appearance on his behalf in two actions, by reason of which 
judgment was obtained against him without his knowledge, an execution 
was put into his house, and a bankruptcy petition was filed against him. 
Alternatively the plaintiff alleged that if the defendants had acted with 
his authority they had been guilty of negligence. In January, 1893, the 
— in conjunction with a Mr. Preston, advanced £1,000 toa Mr, 

oughton for the purpose of assisting him in two businesses carried on 
by him under the names of the Egerton Colour Co. and the Combined 
Soap Co. A deed was entered into by which the plaintiff was to have 10 
per cent. interest on his loan and one-third of the profits of the business, 

ut the agreement expressly provided that there was to be no partnership : 
between the parties. It was further provided that Houghton was to’ 
manage the business, and that he was not to hold out the plaintiff and 
Preston as his partners. In 1894 the business was in financial difficulties, ' 
and writs in two actions were issued for goods supplied. Houghton con- | 
sulted the defendants, who advised him that the effect of the deed was 
to make the plaintiff and Preston partners with him. On the 11th of” 
October an interview took place, at which the plaintiff, Houghton, and ‘ 
the defendants were present. The plaintiff alleged that at this interview 
he maintained that he was not a partner, and that he referred the defen- 
dants to his solicitor. There was a conflict of evidence as to whether 
or not the plaintiff was informed that the writs had been issued against - 
the firm. On the 12th of October the defendants entered an appearance 
for the plaintiff in the two actions. The plaintiff said that he had no 
notice that this had been done until the 23rd of November, when, judg- 
ment having been signed under order 14, execution was levied upon his 
goods, and a ae petition was filed against him, although he 
was,as a matter of t, perfectly solvent. Subsequently these pro- 
ceedings were set aside. For the defence evidence was called to shew 
that the plaintiff knew that the defendants were acting for him, and that 
he assented to Houghton’s representing him in the matter. With regard 
to the allegations cf negligence, the defendants relied on the fact that 
they had informed Houghton that judgment had been recovered. Ken- 
nedy, J., in summirg up, held that the agreement did in point of law 
constitute the plaintiff a partner with Houghton; and the jury, in: 
answer to questions left to them, found that the defendants had not the 

laintiff’s authority to enter an appearance for him, and that the defen- 
Sante had acted negligently. The jury fixed the damages at £200, for 
which sum the learned judge gave ne. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorzs, and Ricsy, L.JJ.) allowed the 


a " 

. rd Esuzr, M.R., said that at the trial the jury had found that the 
defendants had no authority to act for the plaintiff, and also that they 
had been negligent. The defendants contended that there was no 
evidence to support either finding, and that judgment ought to be entered 
for the defendants. The learned judge had rightly held that the effect 
of the deed between the plaintiff, Preston, and Houghton was to 
constitute them partners. he plaintiff and Preston stipulated that 
their names should not appear, and Houghton was made managing 
partner. Houghton, therefore, had authority to do everything in the 
ordinary course of the business. Goods were supplied on his orders, for 
which the partners were liable to pay, and an action was brought. It 
could not be doubted that it was within the scope of Houghton’s 
authority as managing partner to defend the action on behalf of the partner- 
ship, and for that purpose he instructed the defendants. The ordinary 
way to defend an action against a firm was to enter an appearance in the 
name of each ner, and that is what the defendants did, acting on the 
instructions of Houghton. Itwas contended that the plaintiff had with- 
drawn from Houghton his authority to act as ing partner, but there 
was no evidence of that, and on that —_, therefore, the plaintiff’s case 
failed. Then it was said that the defendants had acted an, gone! in 
not informing the plaintiff that judgment had been recovered against. 
him, as indeed was inevitable. It would be a very dangerous application 
of the principle of negligence to hold that a solicitor who had been 
instructed by the managing partner of a firm was guilty of negligence in 
not giving separate notice to each of every step in the litigation, . 
although the solicitor had given notice to the managing partner. In this 
case the defendants told Houghton of the judgment, and they were 
entitled to assume that Houghton would do his duty and inform his 
fellow partner of the progress of the litigation. In his lordship’s opinion 
there was no evidence on which the jury ought to have been asked to find 
negligence. The plaintiff’s case failed on both points. The appeal would 
be allowed, and judgment entered for the defendants. 

Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed.—CounszL, ° 
Joseph Walton, Q.C., and W. F. Taylor, Qu: Pickford, Q.C., and 
Acton. Soxicrrons, Twemlow, Manchester; Prichard, Englefield, § Ce., for 
Charles Costeker, Darwen. 

[Reported by F. 0. Rosixson, Barrister-at-Law. ]} 


Re SANDERS’S SETTLEMENT—No. 2, 26th February. 


Costs—Converance —Scatz Fee--Graxt or Easement — Soxicrrors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44)—GzneraL OnpER— 
Scuzpoue I, Parr I. 


Appeal from a decision of North, J., reported ante, p. 241. In 1888 the © 
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named Sanders, and the purchase 


money was . 
building estate, and the Sanders trustees desired to construct a road 
upon it, to join a. road called Thornbrake-avenue, which had been con- 
stricted upon an adjoining settled estate vested in certain trustees referred 
to as the Gubbins trustees.. For this purpose it was necessary to cross a 
strip of land five feet wide belonging to the Gubbins trustees. Under 
these circumstances an ent was entered into between the Sanders’ 
trustees and the Gubbins trustees, whereby it was agreed that the former 
should purchase for £516 the right to construct a road with a sewer under 
it across the five feet strip of land, a right of way over the road and the 
ht to use the sewer when constructed. The Sanders trustees agreed to 
dedicate their road, and the Gubbins’ trustees agreed to dedicate Thorn- 
brake-avenue and the road over the strip to the public. By an order of 
North, J., it was ordered that £516, part of the purchase money in court, 
should be applied in payment of the purchase money under this agree- 
ment, and in pursuance of section 80 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, that 
the London County Council (the successors of the Metropolitan Board of 
Works) should pay the costs of the investment of the money in the pur- 
chase of the right of way. In September, 1894, a deed was executed 
carrying out the agreement between the two sets of trustees. The ques- 
tion arose whether the solicitors of the Sanders’ trustees should be 
remunerated in accordance with the scale fee prescribed in part 1 of 
schedule 1 to the General Order made in pursuance of the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881, or in accordance with schedule 2. The taxing 
master held that the scale fee did not apply, and North, J., affirmed his 
decision, his lordship being of opinion that the case of Re Stewart (37 W. 
R, 484, 41 Ch. D. 494) decided that the scale charge did not apply to the 
grant of an easement. The London County Council appealed, and coun- 
sel on their behalf contended that Re Stewart was distin le. In the 
present case the vendors had parted with the whole of their right over the 
surface of the land, and the purchase money could hardly have been larger 
if the strip had been bought out and out. The word ‘‘ conveyance’ was 
equally applicable to the creation of a new easement as to the transfor of 
an existing one. He referred also to Re Farnshaw-Wall (42 W. R. 567, 
1894, 3 Ch: 154), where the property sold was an advowson. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L. Smirn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linvxzy, L.J., after stating the facts, said that it was obvious that the 
agreement was not merely an agreement for the purchase of a right of 
way across the strip. It included that; but each set of trustees was 
accommodating the other, and the Gubbins trustees stipulated not only 
for the £516, but for the construction of the road accross the Gubbins’ 
property, and for the right to use it before it came upon the highway, and 

was agreed that the whole road should be a public road. herefore it 
was not a mere agreement for purchase and sale. The deed of September, 
1894, carrying out the agreement, again, was not a mere conveyance of 
this right of way for £516. It was that and more; and it was important 
to observe that whether the solicitur was to be paid according to the scale 
of fees or not did not depend upon any abstract question of law as to 
whether an easement was property—in one sense an easement obviously 
was property—nor did it depend on whether the grant of an easement 
could be called a ‘‘ conveyance ’’ of an easement. What they had to con- 
sider was the scale for the payment of solicitors. The gentleman who 
drew the conveyance of September, 1894, did not think the scale applied ; 
but, relying on the case‘of Re Stewart, took it for granted that the scale 
did not apply. [His lordship read rule 2 of the general order made in pur- 
suance of the Solicitors Remuneration Act, 1881, and referred to the 
schedules to that order.] The language used was somewhat obscure, and 
it was not very clear whether this was within the schedule rule or the 
scale rule. Ifa conveyance of property or a sale of property was talked 
about, primd facie the language was adapted to existing property and to 
the transfer of it. He did not say it could not possibly be extended so as 
to include what was popularly called a conveyance, although the con- 
_— created the thing conveyed; but looking at the substance of the 

sing: Saye: s Sg mind that, as a rule, the consideration was small, 
whereas the trouble might be very great, it seemed to him that in a simple 
case the conveyance would fall under ‘‘ business not otherwise provided 
for.” That had been the view adopted in Re Stewart. He did not under- 
stand Re Stewart to be based upon the theory that an easement was not 
perty. It was based upon the theory that a deed creating an easement 

r the first time was not a sale or conveyance of property within the first 
part (c) of the rule, but wvs ‘‘ business not hereinbefore provided for.’’ 
That, his lordship thought, was right, and it was quite consistent with 
that to say that the sale of an advowson was within the scale. In this 
particular case he had no doubt that North, J., was right; but he was not 
prepared to throw any doubt upon the rule, which had better be settled 
once for all, that a deed creating an easement for the first time did not 
come within the scale rule, but within Schedule II. 

Kay, L.J., said that the orders which had been made on the face of them 
shewed that they did not intend to include every case, because by sub- 
section (c) of rule 2 it was ay ed provided that in respect of business 
not provided for by the two former sub-sections the ordinary fees should 
be paid as altered by Schedule II., so that it was not intended to make 
the scale apply to all business which was not contentious business. 
Could the scale be applied to a case of this kind? This was not a transfer 
of property in the ordinary sense. of a transfer. It was not an 
subject of property which was conveyed from the owner to another; it 
was a grant out of the owner’s property of a certain easement. The 
easement never existed as an easement until it was created by the par- 


Metropolitan Board of Works purchased certain land, forming of a 
sified estate belonging to oo 


deed by which an easement over somebody's property was created for the 

first time. There seemed to have been some question about the words he 

had used in Re Stewart. [His lordship referred to his judgment in that 

case, and continued :—] it case came before Chitfy, J., in Re Barn- 

shaw- Wall, where tho leaned ge eal *T should feel bound to 

iin 30 Sones De Sane down 
’ did not include incorporeal hereditaments ; but, as I consider 


‘ 
TO 

ne ae not so intend, T am free te decide as 1 do.” He (Kay, L.J.) could 
not understand how it could be he meant pa A os nO 
did not include its. He used the “* grant ”” 
to e unmistakably the difference between the transfer of a 

which existed and the creation of it by for the first time. He never 
for a moment suggested that an easement or an existing incor- 


poreal hereditament of any kind, being transferred from a vendor to a 
purchaser, would not come within Schedule I. He distinctly thought it 
would, but he remained of opinion that if the deed were the mere creation, 
for the first time of an easement over land, the words of Schedule I. were 
not very apt to meet that case, and he dia not think y 


to meet it. 
A. L. Surrn, L.J., said that, having heard the argument, he th 
that both the judgments, of Chitty, J., in Re Earnshaw-Wall and of Bey 
J. (as he then was), in Re Stewart, were right. The 
between the cases was this, that in the former case there was a transfer of 
existing property, and in Re Stewart there was no transfer of existing pro- 
perty atall.—Counsst, W. Baker ; Channell, Q.C., and J. Gent. Soxrcrrors, 
W. A. Blazland; Withall, Trotter, § Patteson. , 
(Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law.] 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the Legal and General Life Assurance 
da 7 See a the offices of the society, Fleet-street, 


He said: You will observe that the new premium gtepetneeety ony 
the society has ever received in any single . A few minutes ‘ 
this meeting began I looked back to see was the amount of rw. 
premiums in 1871—the year in which I had the honour of being elected a” 
director—and I found that in that year our net new premiums amounted. 
to £8,128 ; in 1881, ten years afterwards, had only increased to £8,526 ; 
and then from 1881 to 1891 they increased by leaps and bounds. In 1891 
our net new premiums amounted to £27,941, and you see from the report. 
that last year our net new premiums amounted to £43,432. Our assets 
have increased in the same way. In 1871 they were £1,622,764 ; ten — 
afterwards they had increased to £2,017,237 ; ten years after that, in 1891, 
they had increased by nearly £500,000 to £2,577,397 ; and now, only four 
years afterwards, our assets amount to £3,022,000. I think, therefore, we 
are very much to be congratulated on the The 
result is eminently satisfactory. We are 
manager, a8 you suppose, for the 
before sitting down I would suggest 
side of the table should propose a vote of thanks to for 

manner in which the ess has been conducted and the great. success 
which has attended it. At the end of 
another quinquennium, and I hope we shall a 
increase m the profits of the society at that period, and that we may look 
forward to a larger dividend for the next five years. 


adopted. 
elected th Lanuid shuns ther hah easel caneee tire in of 
to the Te ursuance 
the deed and offer themselves for re-election. These F 
elected to fill the pee Oe ee whose loss we 
Seven end ett te acte sea tee is wines @ ! 
m, and it quite unnecessary me any. 
eulogium on that most excellent and valued director. Thesecend wa 
James Dickinson, a retired Q.C., 
We have also had to fill up the place of Mr. 
was the official solicitor to the courts, and 
Wilde, both of whom had been directors 
we received a great amount of assistance. To fill these vacancies we have: 
elected his Honour aaige Dem Mr. Chadwick Healey, Q.C., Mr. James 
Sethin, tet mo digi ee ee 
meeting, but are e for re-election. now propose these 
gentlemen be re-elected directors of the % 


ht Hon. Lopes, the Right 
-P., Mr. Justice Mathew, Mr. Ohadles’ 
Harrison, M.P., Mr. H. Chauncy Masterman, and Mr. Justive Kekewich— 
were re-elected. 


Mr. Kenyon Parker, an auditor forthe assured, and Mr. J, S. Follett, 
an auditor for the tors, were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. R. Pennineron, seconded by the Onarmman, the 
remuneration of the four auditors was fixed at £300 for the year.; 

Mr. N. T. Lawnxnce said he should be glad 
of the chairman, and propose a vote of thank to Mr. 
staff. Beyhony pores SOs. eae SS ee Fat Soe ane 
indebted to these gentlemen for 

least the shareholders could do was to recogniz their in 


Hon. John Mellor, Q.C., 


z 
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Did Part I. oor. a to such a case? 


Jaciethe word ‘ conveyance” was mot at all an apt word to describe » 
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Mr. G. E. Cocuram seconded the motion. 

The resolution was cordially adopted. 

Mr. Cotavnoun : Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am much indebted to 
you for the kind way in which you have received the suggestion of the 
chairman as to a vote of thanks to me, and I hope you will allow me to 
associate with it the officers who have rende valuable service in the 
society’s interests. We are still more indebted, however, to the directors 
for the time, care, and attention they bestow upon the affairs of the 
society. I hope when we get our quinquennial valuation, at the close of 
next year, it will prove a worthy crown to all our efforts. The result of 
the valuation will shew a great success. 

Mr. CocuramM pro a vote of thanks to the chairman and directors 
for their conduct of the affairs of the society during the past year. 

This having been seconded and carried, 

The Cuarmman said: On behalf of my colleagues and myself, I beg to 
tender you our hearty thanks for the vote. I hope that at the end of the 
present year it will be found that there isa large increase in the assets, 
and that there will be a substantial addition in the shape of bonus to the 

and to the shareholders from the additional profits that Mr. Colqu- 
’s calculations will shew. 
The proceedings then terminated. 


_—_. 


SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The ye Peed annual general meeting of the society was held at the 
Rooms, Hoole’s-chambers, Bank-street, Sheffield, on Wednesday, the 26th 
of February, 1896, Mr. Charles Edmond Vickers, president, in the chair. 

The report of the committee and the accounts of the treasurer for the 
past year were received and adopted. 

Mr. Burnett Esam was elected president, Mr. Herbert Bramley was 
re-elected vice-president, Mr. Arthur Wightman was re-elected treasurer 
of the society, and Mr. Herbert Bramley, who has discharged the office cf 
secretary from the commencement of the society, was re-elected secretary. 

The following gentlemen were appointed to act with the above officers 
as the committee for the ensuing year, viz.:—Messrs. J. Binney, R. Benson, 
H. G..T. Fernell, F. L. Harrop (Rotherham), A. Howe, A. E. Maxfield, 
E.T. Moore, A. Neal, R. Pashley (Rotherham), H. B. Sandford, Wm. 
Smith, F. P. Smith, O. E. Vickers, P. K. Wake, and A. M. Wilson. 

Messrs. E. W. Pye-Smith and Charles Padley were appointed the 
auditors of the society for the ensuing year. 

It was resolved that the thanks of the society should be given to the 
Right Hon. C. B. Stuart Wortley, Q C., M.P., for his attention to the 
matters laid before kim by the committee and for prints of the public 
Bills brought into the House of Commons during the past session which 
he has forwarded to the committee. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.— The number of members is now 161. The committee deeply 
regret the death of Mr. Jno. W. Pye-Smith, a former president of this 
society, and Town Clerk of Sheffield from 1887 to September, 1895; of 
Mr. W. J. Clegg, Official Receiver in Bankruptcy ; of Mr. Hy. Ashington, 
an ex-committeeman ; and Mr. John Tyas, of Barnsley. 

Professional matters.—The committee have had under consideration two 
applications on the part of local solicitors, who had ceased to practice, to 
pha out their certificates, and also two applications to strike local 
80) off the rolls, both of which were successful. Mr. Herbert 
Bramley, who was instrumental in the formation of the society, and has 
been secretary since its incorporation in 1875, has been appointed Town 
Clerk of Sheffield, in succession to Mr. Pye-Smith. Mr. Bramley’s father, 
the late Mr. Edward Bramley, was the first Town Clerk of Sheffield—from 
1843 to 1858. Mr. J.O. Clegg has been appointed Official Receiver in 
Bankruptcy, in the place of his father, Mr. W. J. Clegg. 

ogeg ad Legal Costs Act, 1895.—The thanks of lawyers generally are 
due to the Liverpool Law Society and its president, Mr. Morton, for 
initiating, and to Mr. Haldane, Q.C., and Lord Macnaghten for piloting 
through this Act, which is most important and necessary to ediiditest. 
Our member, Mr. C. B. Stuart Wortley, backed the Bill and aided in its 
becoming law. In respect of all mortgages made after its commencement 
(the 6th of July, 1895), the 2nd section gives any solicitor to whom, 
either jointly or alone, a mortgage is made, or the firm of which such 
solicitor isa member, power te charge for the negotiation, preparation, 
and completion of such mortgage as if he had not been the mortgagee, but 
had only been employed by him. The 3rd section, which applies to mort- 

made and business transacted both before and after the commence- 
ment of the Act, gives a solicitor, whether named in the original mort- 
gage deed as mo ee, or becoming such by transfer, or his firm, similar 
power to make charges in respect of all business subsequent and in 
relation to any such mortgage. The expression “‘ mortgage’’ includes 
any or any property for securing money or money’s worth 
(section 4). The long standing grievance of solicitors being dealt with 
differently from other mo is thus at last put a stop to. 

Land Transfer Bill.—This Bill, which was substantially the same as the 
one of the previous Session (see last report, pp. 18-19), was introduced 
into the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor (Lord Herschell), on the 
12th of February, 1895, and subsequently d there. When the Bill 
was brought to the House of Commons, the Incorporated Law Society, 
aided by the Provincial Law Societies, in pursuance of resolutions passed 
ata joint meeting, held in London on the 5th of April, very strongly 
fo it should be referred toa Select Committee, and the Attorney- 

‘ (Sir R. T. Reid), who had charge of the Bill in that House, 
ultimately consented to this course. The Lord Chancellor gave evidence 


in support of the Bill; after which voluminous evidence was taken from 








Mr. Hunter (ex-president of the Incorporated Law Society), Mr. B. G, 
Lake, and other solicitors, both London and ve and also 
bankers and others, in opposition. Before any further evidence in fayoyp 
of the Bill could be obtained, the dissolution of Parliament took place, 
and the labours of the Select Committee came to an end. No report wag 
issued ; but the evidence taken by the committee was published in a Blue 
Book, of which a copy has been obtained and placed in the library. The 
public and the profession owe a debt of gratitude to the Incorporated Law 
Society for the admirable way in which they obtained and marshalled 
evidence the Bill, both directly and through the instrumentality of 
the Provincial Law Societies ; to Mr. Hunter for the time and care which 
he bestowed in preparing and giving his very effective evidence; and to 
Mr. Bolton, a mem! of the Select Committee, and himself a solicitor, 
who most efficiently conducted the examination of the witnesses in oppo- 
sition to the Bill, and, what one may perhaps be excused for styling, the 
cross-examination of the Lord Chancellor. The evidence went to shew 
the cheapness and expedition with which small conveyancing measures can 
be carried through under the present system, and the objections to the 
proposed Bill, both in principle and in detail. Your council had the Bill 
under consideration from its introduction, and a memorial was obtained 
signed by almost all the solicitors within the society’s district, addressed: 
to their respective M.P.’s, asking them either to oppose the Bill or support: 
its reference to a select committee. The secre communicated with the 
different M.P.’s, and steps were taken to supply certain evidence from 
Sheffield, but owing to the number of solicitors from other towns offering 
themselves as witnesses this evidence was not required. By the direction 
of the Incorporated Law Society, Mr. Wostenholme has prepared a draft 
Bill, which was sent to your committee, together with a Bill pre by 
the new president (Mr. J. W. Budd). The object of both these Bills is to 
simplify the title to and the transfer of land by radical alterations on 
existing lines. Mr. Wolstenholme’s Bill proposes to protect equitable 
estates by a system of registration of cautions and inhibitions, while Mr. 
Budd’s Bill rather assimilates, so far as practicable, the transfer of land 
to the transfer of stock, treating any possible risk to fiduciary interests as 
more than compensated by the increased simplicity which a purchaser 
would find on investigating the title. The council of the Incorporated 
Law Society have passed a resolution that Mr. Wolstenholme’s Bill, with 
the memorandum prefixed to it, be transmitted to the Lord Chancellor 
(Lord Halsbury), with a letter from the president, requesting his lordship 
to consider it in connection with any measure he might be intending to 
bring forward on the subject. 


Stamp Duty on Transfers of Morigages.—The registrar of the Wakefield 
Deeds try having objected to register a transfer of mortgage on the 
ground that it was not stamped in respect of the current interest trans- 
ferred, the secretary wrote him on the point, pies out that, under 
the Stamp Act, 1891, this was unnecessary, and, in reply, the registrar 
intimated that he — _ again take the en Tn cases of trans- 
fers of mortgages, where the mortgagor joins, and part of the mortgage 
debt is paid off, the Commissioners of Inland Revenue have recently been 
claiming a re-conveyance stamp of 6d. per cent. on the total amount 
secured, as well as the duty on the amount transferred. This claim does 
not seem to be well founded, and is entirely opposed to the existing prac- 
tice, and it ishoped the Incorporated Law Society will approach the Com- 
missioners on the matter. 


Official Solicitorshiys.—A communication was received on this subject 
from Mr. Harvey Clifton, of London, and the committee a resolu- 
tion that, in all offices where the name “solicitor ’’ is used (except that of 
Solicitor-General) it is desirable that these offices should be filled by the 
appointment of solicitors, and not of barristers. The Incorporated 
Law Society, however, considered it inadvisable to raise the question. 

Stamp Duty on Apportioned Ground Rents.—Members will remember that, 
as stated at length in the last report, on the sale of part of a leasehold at 
an apportioned ground rent, the Commissioners of Inland Revenue now 
claim duty, not only on the purchase money, but on the apportioned 
ground rent, as arent newly created by the deed of assignment. 
By a circular, dated the 20th of February, 1895, the Commissioners offer 
at any time, without charge or penalty, to stamp conveyances of land on 
which conveyances rent charges are apportioned, or assignments of lease 
holds on which assi ts the ground rent is apportioned, when such 
deeds are dated before the Ist of January, 1895. At the last general 
meeting a resolution was recommending members of the society 
not to uire vendors of property to stamp such deeds on the 
occasion of a purchase of property when such stamping could be 

Lessors’ Scale Charges.—The committee decided that where the lessor’s 
solicitor thinks it desirable to employ a surveyor to puta plan on the lease 
and counterpart, the lessee must discharge the costs of the surveyor as 
part of the costs of the lease, and in tion to the ecale fee; but if the 
plan be put on in the lessor’s solicitor’s office, or by a law stationer, his 
charge therefor would be included in the scale fee. 

Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom.—The annual provincial 
meeting was held at Liverpool, on the 8th, 9th, 10th, and 11th of October 
last. There was a good attendance, and the papers read were of an interesting 
and instructive nature. The hon. sec. attended as a deputation from the 
committee, und gave an invitation to the society to hold its autumnal 
meeting in 1896 in Sheffield. The Incorporated Law Society have, how- 
ever, decided to accept the invitation given by the Birmingham Law 
Society, that the next annual meeting should be held in that city; but 
have intimated to your committee that, if again invited by your society, 
they will wa ode 1897. In order to meet a deficit in the finances of 
that society, subscriptions to the Incorporated Law Society will hence- 
forth be £1 1s. a year in the case of all country members, whether members 
of a provincial jlaw society or not. Your committee entirely approve of 
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change, and wish to impress very strongly u all solicitors in this 
Goiict the ‘necessity of joining the Incorporated ne Society. The good 
work that society does in connection with Bills in Parliament (and notably 
during last year in opposing the Land Transfer Bill), in ns 
gnauthorized persons who trench on the province of solicitors, in carrying 
out the provisions of the Solicitors Act of 1888, and numerous other 
matters affecting the interest ef the profession, is a source of trouble and 
great expense, and it is incumbent on every solicitor who wishes to see 
such benefits to solicitors as the above properly maintained to become a 
member. The subscription for country members is certainly not high. 
The increase was approved of by most of the aarp law societies and 
by the members of your society present at the last general meeting. The 
Incorporated Law Society are endeavouring to get 5s. of the annual 
certificate duty paid by each solicitor handed over to them to meet the 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours ExaMINATION. 

January, 1896. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


Frrst Crass. 
[In Order of Merit.] 


Wru11M Everarp Tyipestey Jongs, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
James Chapman Woods, of the firm of Messrs. Collins & Woods, of 
Swansea ; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 


Szconp Ciass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 


John Henry Armitage, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Scatcherd, Hopkins, & Middlebrook, of Leeds. 

Herbert Francis Chadwick, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Samuel Joshua Chadwick, of the firm of Messrs. Chadwick & Sons, of 
Dewsbury. 

iow Martin Fairbairn, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Shepheards, of London. 

arold Porter Mellor, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Ogden, of the firm of Messrs. Diggles & Ogden, of ester ; and 
Messrs. Norris, Allen, & Chapman, of Bedford-row. 

Charles Edward Pettit, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
Proudfoot, deceased, and Mr. Frank Samuel Chaplin, both of the firm of 
Messrs. Proudfoot & Chaplin, of London. 

Claude Philip Eaton Taylor, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Stevens, of London. 

Herbert George Thomas, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Parkinson Harker, of Brighton. 

Vincent Thompson, M.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
Douglas Hutton, deceased, and Mr. Henry Fison Killick, of the firm of 
Messrs. Killick, Hutton, & Vint, of -Bradford; Mr. Richard Hale 
Braithwaite, of the firm of Messrs. Dibb & Co., of Leeds; and Messrs. 
Patersons, Snow, & Co., of London. 


Tuiep Cxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Harold Granville Barnard, B.A., LL.B., who served his clerkship with 
Mr. Lewis Stroud, and Mr. John Rexworthy, both of London. 

Wilfred Thomas De Berdewelle Barwell, who served his clerkship with 
Mesers. I. O. Taylor & Sons, of Norwich; and Mr. Charles Francis 
Martelli, of London. 
pre Bates, who served his clerkship with Mr. Albert Calkin Lewis, 

don. 

Ronald Percy Clayton, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Batesons, Warr, & Wimshurst, of pine op 

Sydney Pearce Constable, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Kenyon, of Thorne, Yorkshire. 

Herbert Davey, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Henry 
Sadler, and Mr. Maurice Dewing, of Horsham. 

William John Elsdon, who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Robert Dransfield, of the firm of Messrs. Elsdon & Dransfield, of New- 
castle-on-Tyne. 

George Edward Hunter Fell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Robert 
Holmes White, of the firm of Messrs. White, Borrett, & Co., of London. 

David Garsed, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Low Garsed, of 
Elland ; and Messrs. Fielder & Fielder, of London. 
tee Edward Harris, who served his clerkship with Mr. George David, 


Thomas Rouse Hodges, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick 
Fdward Roberts, of the firm of Messrs. Roberts, Dickson, & Barnes, of 
Chester ; and Messrs. Kennedy, Hughes, & Kennedy, of London. 

Harold Abercombie Holdsworth, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Charles Edward Bloomer, of London. 

George William Jackson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alfred 
Clare, of the firm of Messrs. Conquest & Clare, of Bedford; and Messrs. 


Arthur Samuel J who served ‘his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Chetham, of the firm of Harris & Chetham, of London. . 

John Josselyn, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Josselyn & Sons, 
of Ipswich ; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 
Godfrey Leach, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Beachcroft, 
Thompson, Hay, & Ledward, of London. 

Martin Lewis, who served his with Mr. Frederick 
oe aa of Gloucester; and Messrs. Roscoe, & Co., of 

on. 

Thomas Frank Neighbour, who served his clerkship with Messrs. E, 
Flux & Leadbitter, of ‘ 
George Stanley Pott, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Holmes, of the firm of Messrs. Ingle, Holmes, & Sons, of London. 
Arthur Round, who served his clerkship with Mr. Isaac Bradley, of the 


firm of Messrs. Iasac wy be Cuthbertson, of Birmingham ; Messrs. 
Thomas White & Sons, of don. 
Herbert Kendall who served his clerkship with Mr. John 


Strange, 

Haigh, and Mr. mer both of Huddersfield. 

Ferdinand Samford ttingham, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., of London. _ 
The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 
To Mr. W. E. T. Jones—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s- 
inn—value about £10; and the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about 20 


ea. 
erro Mr. V. Thompson, M.A.—‘‘ The John Mackrell Prize ’’—value about 
£12. 


The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 
Eighty-six candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrery.—March 3.—Chairman, Mr. Nugent 
Chaplin. The subject for debate was : ‘‘ That Im Federation is now 
within the sphere of practical politics.” Mr. A. E. Clarke a in the 
affirmative; Mr. H. ton Fox opened in the negative. The following 
members also spoke: Messrs. A. W. Watson, A. C. F. Boulton, Neville 
Tebbutt, H. Jones, W. E. Singleton, and Tudor Lay. The motion was 
carried by four votes. 


Lzeps Law Srupents’ Socrery.—The ordinary meeting of this 
society was held on Monday ev in the Law tute, Leeds; Mr. 
H. R. Cousins in the chair. Mr. G..Whittington opened a debate on the 


following subject: ‘‘ That the decision of the Court of A: in Meuz v. 
Great Eastern Railway Co, should be reversed by the House of Lords,’’ 


Mr. G. E. Foster opened in the tive; and Messrs. Williamson, 
Milner, W. R. Wilson, and Jackson . The chairman having 
summed up, a vote was taken, and the ve was carried by a majority 


of four. ' 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Lavrence Hucu Jenkins, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a 
Judge of the High Court of Calcutta, in the room of Mr. Justice Pigot, 
who has retired. 


Mr. Enear W. Jonzs, solicitor, of the firm of Loxdale, Jones, & Co., 
85, Gloucester-road, South K has been oe a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Jones was itted in December, 1889. 


Mr. Gzorcz W1i11am Cuamusns, solicitor, of Cardiff, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Chambers was admitted in March, 1889. 


Mr. Purr Tuomas Ruys, solicitor, of the firm of Gery & Rhys, Aber- 
dare, and 2, Vere-street, Oxford-street, London, has been appointed 
Deputy Coroner for the Northern Division of Glamorgan. Mr. i 
admitted in August, 1881. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Hawkins and Mr. Justice Mathew are the Easter Vacation 
judges, but only one will be in attendance during the vacation. 


Her Majesty has been pleased to direct that Mr. Edward Carson, 
Q.C., M.P., be sworn a member of her Majesty’s most ee Privy 
Council in Treland. 


During the absence of Mr. Justice Mathew on the Midland Circuit the 
Lord Chief Justice will proceed with the hearing of commercial causes. 
The death is announced, says the St. James's Gazette, of Mr. Jobn 


Clutton, who was first president of the Surveyors’ Institution. In 1848 
he was appointed by the Office of Woods and Forests 





Andrews & Fawcus, of London. 
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for the. Ecclesiastical Commissioners for England pony Bie ny te . 


century. He had attained the age of eighty-seven, and 
place at Reigate on Sunday. 

At a meeting of the General Council of the Bar, held in the Par- 
liament Chamber of the Inner Temple on Wednesday evening, the 
following gentlemen were appointed to serve on the undermentioned 
standing committees of the council, viz. :—Executive Committee—Mr. 
Warmington, Q.C., Mr. J. Walton, Q.C., Mr. Methold, Mr. Bankes, 
and Lord Robert Cecil; Committee on the Business and Procedure 
of the Courts—Mr. Crackenthorpe, Q.C., Mr. Crump, Q.C., Mr. Pitt- 
Lewis, Q.C., Mr. Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Messrs. English Harrison, 
©. A. Russell, and Lindley ; Committee on Court Buildings—Mr. War- 
mington, Q.C., Mr. McCall, Q.C., Mr. Oswald, Q.C., M.P., and Messrs. 
Knox, Deane, Bridgewater, and Frazer; Committee on Matters Relating 
to Professional Conduct—-Mr. Murphy, Q.C., Mr. Bosanquet, Q C., Mr. 
Byrne, Q.C., and Messrs. Lee, Gill, Bonsey, and Norton. The chairman, 
Mr. Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., M.P., and the vice-chairman, Mr. Channell, 
Q.C., are ex officio members of the above committees. 








Satz or Reverstons, Lire Porrcres, &c.—At Messrs. H. E. Foster & 
Oranfield’s Periodical Sale No. 567, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., 
on Thursday last, some high: prices were obtained. The following are 
some of the prices realized :—Life interest of a lady aged 62 in £239 per 
annum, sold for £1,640; annuity of £100 payable to a lady aged 45, sold 
for £1,050; the reversion to a moiety of £8,000, receivable on decease of 
two lives aged 62 and 21, sold for £1,350; policy of assurance for £3,200 
in London Assurance Corporation, sold for £1,370. The total of the sale 
amounted to £8,530. 


At the Mart on the 26th ult. Messrs. May & Bowden sold the Portland 
leases of 14 and 16, Great Portland-street, and 1, 2, and 3, Great Castle- 
street, for £3,660; and that of 146, Oxford-street, for £4,410. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE oO” 

















Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Currry. Norra. 
Lavie Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton 
Pugh Ward 
Beal Pemberton 
Pugh Ward 
Beal Pemberton 
Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
a KEKEWIOH. Romer. 
Monday, Mr. Leach Mr. Farmer 
Tuesday Rolt 
Wednesday Leach Farmer 
eT Godfrey Rolt 
Stes ‘ Godfrey Rolt “6 








* ‘WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasers anv Lessers.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








e WINDING UP NOTICES. 
j London Gazette—Fripay, Feb. 28. 
, JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
‘ - Luurep 1x CHancrry. 
LECTRIC Novetty Syrxpicatr, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before April 
to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to c. 


Gas & J Se eee tats ne 
}ARNISS ‘ONES, D itors are required, on or before March 31, to send their 

names and addresses, and i of their debts i illiam J - 
F eo a ebts or claims, to William Hart, 5, Iron. 


e, r 
Gvouceater Srrzap Eacie Horet Co, Limrren—Creditors are uired, on bef 
A= to send their names and ad and particulars of ther dette on Gatens vt 
E Dancey, 84, Barton st, Gloucester. Langley-Smith, Gloucester, solor for 
Hentey Corrace Improvement Association Lnurzep—Creditors are uired 
before March 95, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of thee dette una 
Potion hepa aeener 
ATIC Evkorric Licnt Syxpicate, Liuirep—Creditors i 
before’ April 10, to send in their names and addresses, and partleulas of take debts bd 
a = John Mesny Tourtel, 22, Long lane, Aldersgate st. Kite, 11, Queen 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, March 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m CHancrry. 


Rongrts & Roverts, Limrezp—Petn for up, ited Feb 11, directed 
heard om March 9. Crowders & Vizard, 55, Li hts inn elds, soloes for petnece 
— pppearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


March 7, 1896. 
Haxv-rx-Hanp Soorery, Square and Compass Inn, nr Abermariais Gate, Liansadwr, 
Lianwrda, Carmarthen. ae 19 : 
Herroy-tz-Houz anp Herron Downs Burcuers’ Society, Lumrep, South Market st, 
Hetton-le-Hole, Durham. Feb 26 f 4 
Otrve Branca Juventte Frrexpity Society, Greenwich and Kent United District, 
Mission Hall, Vian st, Lewisham, S.E 


.E. Feb 26 
bas Casrie Farenpty Socrery, Fountain Inn, Rowlands Castle, Havant, Hants, 
‘eb 26 


Suaxesreare Pioneers’ Frrenpiy Society, Mr Thompson’s Mission, Hemingford st, 
Birkenhead, Chester. Feb 26 

Wotvernampron anp Distaict Garpeners’ Mutua Improvement Society, Midland 
Café, Queen sq, Wolverhampton, Staffs. Feb 26 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb, 14. 
Cuampacne, ArTHuR Henry, Harley st March 16 Phillips v Champagne, Chitty, J 
Dalzell, Arundel st, Strand 
Fish, Epwarp Duncomse, Liverpool, Stock Broker March 16 Dowie v Ridehalgh, 
Registrar, Liverpool Wright, Liverpool 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 18. 


Dorrscn, Henry Maurice, New Burlington st, Gent March 31 Doetsch v Ludwig, 
Kekewich, J Norton, Old Broad st 


Txomson, Joun Beruone, Liv 1, Cotton Broker March 21 Thomson v Thomson, 

istrar, Liverpool F; » Liverpool i 

London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 21. 

Peer.ess, James, Eastbourne, Builder March 24 Peerless v Smith, Chitty, J Guedalla 
& Cross, Essex st, Strand 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 25. 
Burrorv-Hanooox, Sir Henry James Burrorp, K.C.M.G., Coleherne rd, Earl’s Court 
April 20 Thorne v Burford-Hancock, Kekewich, J Spottiswoode, ;Craven st, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 18, 
AnspELL, James, Upton Park, Essex, Esq Mar31 Venning & Co, Gresham house 
enh « Otrver, Calverley, York, Size Merchant Mar 30 Harland & Ingham, 


Bartey, Grorae, Eastville, Bristol, Boiler Maker Mar25 Sloan, Bristol 

Baru, Jane, Dartmouth <April11 Granville Smith & Co, Leadenhall st 

Bayiey, Anna Mary, Manchester Mar14 Walker Dean & Co, Manchester 

ene mee Laurie Park, Sydenham April 1 King, Wigg, & Co, Queen Vic- 


Cart, ame, Rye, Sussex Mar24 Atkinson & Atkinson, Hastings 

Dyson, Jonny, Manchester, Gent March 23 Brett & Co, Manchester 

Griustoy, ALFRED, Sowerby, nr Thirsk March? Meek, Middlesbrough 

Haut, Jayg Exizasetu, Boldon, Durham Mareh14 Wilford & Son, Sunderland 
Hanritt, Revsen, Tipton, Staffs, Gent March 15 Warmington & Thompson, Dudley . 
Hemineway, Wii.14m, Halifax, Pianoforte Dealer March14 Land & Foster, Halifax 
eet Oye Leoro.p, Eisenach, Germany, Doctor March 16 Rehders & Higgs, 


Hits, iwi Hewry, Hildenborough, Kent April1l King & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Hixts, Franx Ernest, Penshurst, Kent, Esa April1 King & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Hirt, Joun, Bedford March'31 Venning & Co, Gresham House 

Honey, Epwarp Samvugt, Ashford, Kent Feb 29 Kingsford & Drake, Ashford 

Lewis, Isuuar. James, Liverpool, Painter March 27 Parkinson & Hess, Liverpool 

Lmag. Was, Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Confectioner March 31 Bolton & Co 
‘emple 


Masrers, . New Bilton, Warwick March10 Seabroke, Rugby 

Menet, Rev Jonn, Bishops Stortford April 30 Robinson & Co, King’s Arms yd 
Negatz, Joux, Nottingham, Whipmaker March 31 Berryman, Nottingham 

Norse, Ayn, Twerton on Avon, nr Bath March 25 FH & B A Moger, Bath 

Parrott, Ex1zanets, Primrose Hill March 25 Howard & Shelton, Moorgate 
Paruies, ANDREW Gisson, Shifnal, Salop, Gent March7 Phillips, Shifnal 

Fangs, Joszrn, Batley, nr York, Shoddy Manufacturer March 16 Scholefield & Co, 


Prince, a Any, Clerkenwell March7 Arnold & Greenwood, Kendal 
Repmayng, Marra, Southport March 14 Widdows, Manchester 

Roomass, GEORGE + ee Aldersgate st, Licensed Victualler March 14 Bolton & Co, 
Savony, Asm Puistow, Hastbourne March 25 Shepheards, Finsbury circus, EC 
Sipporn, Joserx, Broxton, Chester, Farmer March 9 Bridgman & Weaver, Chester 
water Cuarues, Chesterfield, Derby, Tallow Chandler April 6 Stanton & Walker 


Snomons, y, jmeo Gt Baddow, Essex, Farmer March 14 Maskell, Finsbury pavement 
Sairu, Francis, Bramley, nr Leeds March? Rhodes, Sherburn in Elmet 

Suytu, Wituram, Woodbridge, Gent March 27 Welton, Woodbridge, Suffolk 

Srorr, Mary, Hollingworth, Chester March 30 George & Co, Manchester 

Sytvester, Rev Epwarp Txomas, Wansford, Northampton Mar¢gh 31 Sherard & 


ibs, le 
Tories, Sesesonss Spencer, Cheetham Hill, Manchester March 31 Brown & Co, 


po! 
Wray, Hannan, Hallsvillerd, Canning Town, Licensed Victualler March 31 Genge & 
5 Broadway, Stratford 

vo Sem Sessions House, Clerkenwell,Gent March 31 Allen & Son, Carlisle 
’ 0 sq 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 21. 
A.L1sox, Joux, Southbank, York Mar 31 Heslop, Barnard Castle 





Baaproap Teapgsuzx's Hone, Bradford, Yorks. Feb 26 


Atkinson, Tuomas, Lincoln, Farmer April1 Millington & Simpson, Boston 
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— 
Banxen, Witi14m, Croydon, Licensed Victualler April 25 : Lincoln, Mark In 
Boies, Ausent, Yeovil, Somerset, Solicitor Mar 25 Newman & Co, Yeovil 
Bows, Rosert, Norwood, Surrey Mar 31 Daniel Stock, Queen Victoria st 

Bore, Awastasta, Newport, Salop April15 Burne & Wykes, Lincoln’s inn Fields 


Caucrart, Sir H G, KC B, Mount st,Grosvenor sq April’ 7 Meynell & Pemberton, 
Whitehall 


CanRick, Ecrsabare, Burton, Westmrid March 2 Mounsey & Co, Carlisle 

Cuarass, I Perceval Warp, Gloucester st, Pimlico, Gent March 23 Marshall & Haslip 

Crow ng tty Need gworth, Hunts,Gent March 25 Cranfield & Wheeler, St Ives, 

<8 fants Exeter, Gent March 21 Hutchings, Exeter 

D’Axcona, Jacques, Paris, Doctor Aprili Hill & Co, Old Broad st 

Davis, CHARLES Henry, College st, Islington March 25 Crossfield & Co, Hackney rd 

Dickason, Witt1au, Banbury,Gent March 21 Fairfax, Banbury 

Buus, the Rev Samuet Apcock, Long Itchington, Warwick March 21 Ellis, Birmingham 

Forsyra, Gzorcer, West st, Hackney, Licensed Victualler March 21 Barfield & Barfield 
Finsbury pavement 

Fowxer, Samvuet, Minchinhampton, Glos, Farmer March 25 Croome & Co, Stroud 

GaxexstaDE, Joux, Babbacombe, Devon March 25 Keppel, Torquay 

Batt, Gronon Tuaxter, Laver Wick, Worcester, Gent March 25 Dobbs & Hill, 


Huis, Epowarp Hevyry, Leigh, Kent Aprill King & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Hisp, Taomas Wittiam Livton, Hollins, nr Westmrind, Chemist Feb 29 Cartmel, 
Kendal 


Hou, Wiiirax, Winham, Devon, Farmer April1 Bishop & Angel, Exeter 


Hussey, Exizapers, Oxford Mayi Hussey, King st, E.C 
Keuiener, James, Dublin, Esq March 24 Behan & Geoghehan, Old Serjeant’s inn 
Keeve, the Rev Witt14Mm, Gayton Vicarage, Stafford March 21 Kinneir & Co, Swindon, 


a As, Cruwys, Morchard, Devon March 25 Dunn & Baker, Exeter 

Lior, Henny, Chester March 21 Oakshott & Baxter, Liverpool 

Lone, James, Sevenoaks, Kent, Gent April13 Warburton & De Paula, Finsoury circus 
Lowe, Hargizt, Manchester April2 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Meytsre, Jacos, Gt Tichfield st March 16 Purrier & Son, Circus pl, Finsbury circus 


aay Wituiam Henperson, Colchester, Essex, Esq March 31 Bompas & Co, 
Winchester st, EC 
ag Tuomas, rd, Shoreditch, Cabinet Manufacturer Mar 25 Crossfield & 
kney 
PanrRipGe, 5 ne Newton Abbot, Devon, Coachbuilder Mar 25 Baker & Co, New- 
ton Abbot 


Pocxiinaton, The Rev Josrpu Netsey, Wardleworth, nr Rochdale Mar2i Preston & 
Son, Manchester 
om. t The 1 aad Wituiam Laneiey, Highweek, Devon April 30 Baker & Co, Newton 





ty din, Nieuport, nr Ostende April6 Shepheards, Finsbury cres 
Quesapa, ManvEL, Santiago, Chili, Civil Engineer Mar 17 Parker & Co, The Rectory’ 
Cornhill 


Rapyor, Jony, Norton, Radnor, Farmer March20 Temple & Philpin, Kington 


Rozsgrts, Mary Ann, Swinbrook rd, Westbourne pk March 25 Routh & Co, South- 
ampton st, Bloomsbury 


Rosissox, Witu1am, Rugby, Warwick March 31 Williams, Rugby 

Suzpnarp, Epwarp Henry, Exeter, Grocer March 25 Jerman & Thomas, Exeter 
Sagrcotp, Maria, Huntingdon March 31 Bailey, Newport, I W 

Srzer, Jonas, Newton Abbot, Devon April1l Baker & Co, Newton Abbot 


Srewart, Wittiam Macr onacp Francis, Littlehampton, Sussex Mar 20 Holmes & Co, 
Littlehampton t 
Vaveuay, Isaac, Dawley, Shropshire, Publican March 25 Carrane, Wellington 





‘anp, Sanan, Liscard,Ches March 31 Horrocks & Christian Jones, Liverpool 
Wenn Damien, Changs yt, Lone Gey See March 25 Crossfield & Co, 


ABETH, Royton, Lancs March 21 Blackburne & Smyth, Oldham 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Feb. 25. 
Beynetr, Antuony, Southport, Brush Manufacturer March 28 Lee & Co, Manchester 
Bevay, James, Wolverhampton, Toolsmith Feb 29 Green & Son, Wolverhampton 
Brown, E:.en, Barton upon Humber April7 HE & R Mason, Barton upon Humber 
Bay, Segnonees, Burton upon Humber April7 H E & R Mason, Barton upon 


Cniscia, Mtns Birmingham April9 Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

Curiip, Hannan, Darlington March 31 Hett, Darlington 

Cocker, Marruew, Lincoln, China Merchant March 20 Toynbee & Co, Litcoln 
Corsett, Jonny, Mold, Flint, Wine Merchant March 25 Kelly & Keene, Mold 

Dismore, James Stewart, Gravesend, Kent, Gent May 20 Warrington Rogers, Victoria 
Eve, Joun Mowtacu Ropyey, Norfolk March 7 Johnston, Cromer 

Fisx, Ex1za, Histon, Cambs March 25 Foster, Cambridge 

Gooseman, Wri1am, Barrow, Lincs April7 H E & R Mason, Barton upon Humber 
Gaeznway, Henny, Tonbridge, Kent April8 Whitfield & Harrison, Surrey st, Strand 
Grey, Jouy, The Hon and Rev, Durham Mar 22 Forster & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Hammonp, Frepericx, Cambridge, Banker April1 Overbury & Steward, Norwich 
Bantnave, oor be Epwakrp Francis, Friday st, Commission Agent April 11 Billing- 


om 8 Fe 

Horry, Jonny, Erpingham rd, Putney April 2 Stephens & Son, Orchard st 

Horne, Wit.14m, Barnsley, York, Innkeeper Mar 23 Horsfield, Barnsley 

JmLaRD, Joun Dart, Plympton St Maurice, Devon, Builder Mar 25 Bond & Co, Ply- 


mou’ 

Kemp, Ayn, Wakefield April 1 Williams & Plews, Wakefield 

Livearp, Taeas, Padiham, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer March 24 Haworth, Great 

Lunt, Jonny Tuomas, Smalithorne, Stafford, Licensed Victualler March 31 Tomkinson 
& Co, Burslem 


WHitTakeER, 


Lyons, Emanvet, Kingston, Jamacia, Merchant May13 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 
Sisliewnan, Arckaneee, Carlton rd, Putney March 31 Finnis & Wytie, Surrey st 


Mo.umeaux, Witraep Epwarp, Blackburn April 30 Marsden & Marsden, Blackburn 

Norta.t, Squirg, Tottington, nr Bury, Lancs, Gent March 29 Mather, Bolton 

Patmer, Tuomas Epwarp, Withington, nr Manchester March 28 Dixon & Linnell,* 
Manchester , 


ay, See Costantr, Liverpool, Restaurant Keeper April 6 Shakespeare Smith, 
iverpool 


Pere, Octavia, Porchester pl, Oxfordsq March 21 Lander, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 


Perkins, Georce Frepericx, Hanover trree, Regent’s Pk, Esq March 31 Beyfus & 
Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields, WC . 
Suarp, Witiiam Toomas, Lancaster, Solicitor March 10 Sharp & Son, Lancaster 


Sue.ron, Georce Aucustus Freperick, Bolton st, Piccadilly, Surgeon-General Mar 22 
Hopgoods & Dowson, Whitehall pl 


Stuckey, Witson Ay.esBury, Brighton, Solicitor Mar 31 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 
Torr, Mania, Bedford Mar25 Tanqueray, Woburn 

Ticke.i, Saran Gunpry, Clifton, Bristol Mar31 Alford, Clifton 

Tonks, Wit.14M, Holles st, Cavendish sq, Bank Manager Mar 31 Laundy & Co, Strand 
Turner, Mercy, Halifax Mar27 Humphreys & Hirst, Halifax 

Warp, James, Leeds, Shoeing Smith Mar 26 Markland & Co, Leeds 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

AuexanperR, N Curistiz & as Lime st, Shippers High | 
Court Pet Feb18 Ord F 

Bowpgy, Tuomas, tpay 4 Wholesale Stationer Exeter | 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Fi 

Bower, James Lyon, Tolpuddle, Dorset,M A Dorchester 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


Feb 26 


| suuete Dene —— 
20 ‘Ord Feb 


a... jae North Ormesby, Yorks, Blacksmith 

Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 

| Lane, Cuaries Suernirre, West 
chant Sunderland 


| Hotroyp, Burks, Meter, 5 , Yorks, Horse Dealer Dewsbury , Vines, Coantes Aurrep, Leicester, Painter Leicester Pet 
Pet Feb 26 : 


Ord Feb 26 


| Hopkins Wituiam, Aberfan, Glam, Grocer Merthyr beta Bensamin Wiiuiam, and Frepericxk West- 
Tydfil Pet Feb'24 Ord Feb 24 00D, Birmingham, Jewellers Birmingham Pet Feb 


Staffs, Miner Hanley Pet Feb % Ord Feb 26 


a wee ee tame, Seema, Fos Yorks, Veterinary Sur- 
Feb 26 
Feb 21 » Ironmonger Cheltenham 


Timber Mer- wok, Cae Ord Feb 25 


Braprorp, FrEpgRicK, Ry 
on Trent 
uae Joun, 
Ord Feb 


on Trent, eed Clerk 
et Feb 26 Ord Feb 
Dairyman Chahebery Pet Feb 


*S. Tuomas, Eweetom, Butcher Canterbury Pet 
PR ag aa —— Buckingh: Drape: 
per, SyLvanus Francis, Buckingham r Banb 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 gn ae! 
Crooxes, Henry, Sheffield, Joiner Sheffield Pet Feb 26 
Ord Feb 26 


erg Taes, Stourbridge Stourbridge Pet Feb 19 


Bisos, Cuanius, Grappenhall, Cheshire, Licensed Vic- | 


tua Warrington Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Eowarps, Pryce, Craven Arms, Salop, Malt Dealer Leo- 
minster Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 
ER, Gzonce Huser, Heigham, Norwich, General 
Dealer Norwich Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

ae Samuzt, Grove rd, Brentford, Auctioneer Brent- 
ford Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Grarrunper, Wii11aM, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler Car- 

Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 34 
oo. Fueaem 2 Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet Feb 


Harxes, Grorce James, a» Bemieeien, Berks, Solicitor Swin- 
, “x Pet Jan 20 
LL, Tuomas, East Daivn | Commission Agent h 
Court Pet Feb 26 Onl Tob waa. 
Haxnam, F, Portishead, Scaaens, Oil Dealer Bristol 
Pet Feb'19 Ord Feb 94 
Jeane, High Wycombe, Bucks, Chair Manutac- 


Aylesbury Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


3 d Pet Feb 24 Feb 24 " 
EWIS, 1LL1AM, Maindee, Newport, Mon, Grocer New- 
port Pet Feb 25, Ord ‘Feb % 


neg Tomas Kerty. 
Bush, Gent Gourt Pet Foe 4 "Ord ot a 
ag Ro La 


McLaren, Rosert 
Pet Feb 26 6 Ord Feb 26 
Miturmeton, Josepx, Wol 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 


, Clerk Gloucester 
Morrow, James, and Wiitu1am Dank, Castleford, Yorks, 
Watchmakers Wakefield mina Ord Feb 24 
a, Wittsam, Hemel H Herts, Farmer 8t 


Pet Feb 22 Ord 
Pare, Wittiam Henry, 
Pet Feb 


ug » Builder Peter- 
se Oy ey Bottesford, Lincs Gt Grimsby 


z 


o 
& 
3 
“Ey 
4 4 


penter 
Rosy, Joun Rosert, Grassmoor, Derbyshire, Grocer 
a, Bt 
tT, Epwarp, 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Sepmay, Josep, Leeds, China Dealer Leeds Pet Feb 24 
Ord Feb 24 


Sippa' Jomuzs Eres’ Gocsteay, nmr Crewe, Farmer 
ser nes Bot to, Meek ham, Noth Markt 
jMiTH, ALBERT EpwARp. 

Gardener Norwich’ Pet Feb ao Oni Fe 


Suppasy, Tomas, 
‘eb 26 Ord Feb 26 
| TayLor, | Bedford, Grocer Bedford Pet Feb 25 


Taytor, Gzorcz, Huddersfield, Butcher Huddersfield 
| Pet Feb2i Ord Febal 








Amended notice substituted for } - 4 rode 
London Gazette of Feb. 18 ‘ 
Prorzxer, Davin, Leeds, Butcher Manchester Pet Feb 
15 Ord Feb 15 
Amended notice substituted for that in the * 
London Gazette of Feb. 25 : 

Apripver, To Worcester 
Pet Feb 12, Ord Feb 22 5 ee Fr 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED AND 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Lewis, Epwm Axaaric, inn rd, Doctor 

de Cea 6. Gaes 


1891 
Adjud Sept 8, 1891 Renu & Anavnt Bob on a0 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
a Ott Hes 8; ~ Glam, Grocer March 9 at 12 


oh Geel Wi 
Dance Sad Oak a Ga See stan 


East Molesey, Surrey March 6 at 11.30 
nea London Bridge 
Bircatey, Witt1am Epwarp, and Epwarp Auuivenax, 


Willesden Grocers 
ey bldg Care March 6 at 12 
BraMwELL, en » Grocer 
March 6 at 11.90 eaten wy Rng Fae a 
Burer, rd, Crouch Hill, , 


Agent - March aril * paakcnghay bila Cenen ae 
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Corrina, CHartrs, St Albans, Herts March 6 at 2.30 
Dd Carey st 


Derrrosz, Amos, Itun on Derne, Yorks, Bricklayer 
6at2 Off Ree, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Evans, Danret Jonny, Merthyr Tydfil, Hosier March 6 at 
8 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hapiey, Wii11am Horrox, Warwick, Stationer March 
6 at 12.30 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Laycock, James, Hunslet, Leeds, Glass oo peamed 

March 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Monzis, Witt1am, Ruabon, Denbigh, Labourer March 10 
at 11.30 Priory, Wrexham 

Newman, Antaur ALexanper, Guildford Mar 9 at 12.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Parry, Jonny Huenes, the Rev, Metiaites, Pembrokes 
Mar 7 at 12.30 Off Reo, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Prorzxer, Davin, Leeds, Bute! — Mar 6 at 3 Ogden’ 8 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Mancheste: 

—— Morpecat, Shoreditch, ‘Mantle Maker Mar 9 at 

2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Se Joun Ropert, Grassmoor, Debye, Grocer Mar 7 at 
12.90 Angel Hotel, Chesterfiel 

Rooxs, Henrick Witt, errs 's pl, U = st, Isling- 
ton, Builder Mar 9 at 11 Dashraptey dgs, Carey st 

SuorrHovuse, Nevitir, Sackville st, Piccadilly, Surgeon 
Mar 6at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Srevens, Eowin Mircue... George st, 
sion Dealer Maréatil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Taytor, Grorcr, Huddersfield, Butcher Mar6atil Off 
Ree, 19, John William st, Huddersfield 


Warpman, James, Leeds, Root Manufacturer Mar 6 at 11 
Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Waarton, Witttam, Thorparch, Yorks, Veterinary Sur- 
— March 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate st, 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb. 25: 


Baruiz, Huon H, Northampton, Draper Mar 3 at 12.380 
County court bldgs, Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Arpew, Aveusta Mavup, Gt Yarmouth, Fancy Dealer 
Yarmouth Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 26 

Bowtan, Caaries Oscar, Cardiff, Ship Painter Cardiff 
Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 19 

Bowpen, Tuomas, Darlington, Wholesale Stationer Exe- 
ter Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Bow.ey, James Lyon, Tolpuddle, Dorset, MA Dor- 
chester Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Brapvorp, Freperick, Burton on Trent, Railway Clerk 
Burton on Trent Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Brown, co, Ramsgate, Dairyman Canterbury Pet Feb 
26 


‘eb 

Caste, Tuomas} Folkestone, Butcher Canterbury Pet 
Feb17 Ord Feb 24 

Coopgr, Josern, ee, ~“ Beerhouse Keeper 

ury Pet Feb 20 Feb 26 

Cox, Cuaries Frepericr, at oer st, pesritene, 
Grocer High Court Pet Feb19 Ord Fi 

bee Sheffield, Joiner Bhefficld, Pet Feb 26 


b 26 
Dowzer, Lavra, Stourbridge Stourbridge Pet Feb 19 
Ord Feb 19 


Eaton, Cuanues, Grappenhall, Cheshire, Licensed Victu- 
aller Warrin Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Epwakrps, aes, raven Arms, Salop, Malt Dealer Leo- 
minster Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 26 

FisHer, ala. ences, ey General Dealer Nor- 
wich Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 

Furr, Grorer Grin, Somemn Herts, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Gross, Wii114m, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet Feb 
24 Ord Feb 24 

Haut, Tuomas, East Dulwich, Commission Agent High 
Court Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 


Heartucock, Wii.14m, the yo a ge ,Cheshire, Late Butcher 
Birkenhead Pet Feb4 0 

Mownss, Jouy, Bentham, Yorks, ie Kendal Pet 
Jan10 Ord Feb 26 


Hotrroyp, Grorer ict, Burks, Morley, a Horse 
Dealer Dewsbu Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 2 


Hopxrys, ane, neg Glam, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb 24 b 24 

Hutson, Daniet, ated Staffs,Miner Hanley Pet Feb 
20 Ord Feb 20 


Jackson, ANNE eee egies sq, Spinster High Court 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 

Jonnson, Josern, North Ormsby, Yorks, Blacksmith 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Tamm, Consas Suerirre, West Hartlepool, paator Mer- 

Sunderland Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 2 

Lewis, Witt1am, Maindee, Newport, a Grose New- 
port, Mon Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 

Masox, Wiiuam Feepericx, Leiccster, Counterman 
Leicester » Pet Feb 1 


5 Ord Feb 25 
MoLasex, Rosert Lavnrre, Staffs, Plumber 
Hanley Pet Feb26 Ord Feb 26 
Miuiinetox, Joseraz, ,Walverhampton, Clerk Gloucester 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 
Morrow, James, and tll Dark, Castleford, Yorks, 
x he = makers Waketicld piek tie Ord Feb 24 
ash, Wittiam, Hem em: erts, Farmer St 
Albans Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Pare, Wit1am Hewry, Peterborough, Builder Peter- 
Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 
=, Low 1aN, Bottesford, Lincs Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb Ord Feb 24 
dimen Tuomas Atrrep, Leicester, Carpenter 
- od ca 7. Ord Feb 24 » 
Rosy, Joan Bert, Grassmore, Derbyshire, Grocer 
Chesterfield Pet Feb24 Ord Feb2i 


Nissiats James Eryest, Goostrey, Crewe, Farmer Nant- 
wich Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Suira, ALsert Epwarp, North Elmham, Norfolk, Market 
Gardener Norwich Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Suppasy, Tomas, Bramhall, Cheshire Stockport Pet 
Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Taytor, Grorar, Heddersficla, Butcher Huddersfield 
Pet Feb 21 Ord Feb 21 

Taytor, Francis, Bedford, Grocer Bedford Pet Feb 24 
Ord Feb 25 

Vives, Cuartes Axrrep, Leicester, Painter Leicester 
Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 26 

Waarron, WILLIAM, Thorparch, Yorks, Veterinary Sur- 
geon York Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 25 

Wirxes. Cates, Tewkesbury, Ironmonger Cheltenham 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


London Gasette-—Tourspay, March 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arnswortn, Grorce, Bradford, Yorks, Stuff Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Awprews, Tomas, Totnes, Devon, Dairyman Plymouth 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Arxett, Correrett, Andoversford, Glos Cheltenham Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 26 

Barker, BENJAMIN, Keighley, Yorks, Bootmaker Bradford 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 

Barnes, Beatrice Mane, Clapham unite, Printer 
Wandsworth Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

Beepiz, Harry, Tipton, Staffs, Painter “Dudley Pet Feb 
19 Ord Feb 19 

Bewnison, Putte, Hackworth, Yorks, Innkeeper North- 
allerton Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Brrcuatt, Jonny, Rainhill, Lancs, Stockbroker Liverpool 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 28 

Biackte, ALFRED, Wacweed, Gent Croydon Pet Jan 27 
Ord Feb 25 


Boor, Tuomas, Farnworth, Lanes, Confectioner Bolton 
Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 

Bow er, Tuomas Caaries, Wavendon, Bucks, Builder 

orthampton Pet Feb 27 Feb 27 

Crarke, Samvet, Frodsham oo Potato Dealer War- 
rington Pet Feb.27 O 

Doszson, Wititram GrorGE Morse, Kentish Town High 
Court Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 

Ex.ensocex, Revusey, ae gd st, Finsbury, Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 28 

Ewen, Son, & Cuanceior, St Dunstan’s oe — Mer- 
chants High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 

Gerrun, THomas (jun), Llanwyddelan, th 
Bootmaker Newtown Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Gitpey, Fraepericx, Mileham, Norfolk, Innkeeper ‘Norwich 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

GairritH, Ropert, Groeslon, nr Carnarvon, Grocer Bangor 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 28 

Honneyrmay, Epwarp Foster, Darlington, Stockton on 
Tees Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Howe.t, Joun Toomas, Gt Tower st, Printer High Court 
Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 

Howe, W, Glasshouse st, Regent st High Court Pet 
Jan 29 ‘Ord Feb 28 

Jackson, WILLIAM, Walsall, Fruiterers Walsall Pet Feb 
27 Ord Feb 27 

Jerrryes, James, Kyverdale rd, a Hill, Clerk 

igh Court Pet Feb 29 Ord F 

Jouns, Francis, Dawlish, Devon, _ a Exeter Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Jonzs, Gzoree, Dartmouth, Boot Dealer Plymouth Pet 
Feb28 Ord Feb 28 

Jones, WiLL1AM DanigL, Aponte, Grocer Port- 
madoc Pet Feb 27 

Jupp, Wittiam, Oakfield rd, Stroud Green, Gent High 
Court PetJan3 Ord Feb 28 

Laxk, Smmon, Caledonian rd, Flour Dealer Wandsworth 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 27 

Leriey, Jonny, Sudbury, Suffolk, Fishmonger Colchester 
Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 

Lock, Grorce Mitts, Feniton, Devon, Labourer Exeter 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Maruias, Perer, Listria +4 a Newington High 
Court Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

Megapowcrort, Harry Surroy, _ ee Staffs, Grocer 
Hanley Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 

Mines, Tommy, Brighouse, be -a General Carrier Hali- 
fax Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 

Miyroy, Tuomas Henry, Derby, Railway Clerk Derby 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Morcans, Marcaret, ng a mead Draper Carmar- 
then Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 

Norruover, James, Cerne, Dorset, Farmer Dorchester 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Payye, Atrrep Wi.iiam, Stogursey, aerate, Road 
Contractor Taunton Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

Porrer, WiL.1AM, Ipswich, Boot Maker eng Pet Feb 
26 Ord Feb 26 

Riyts, Franciscus, Dover, Tailor Canterbury Pet Feb 29 
Ord Feb 29 


Rowe, O.tver, Sydney trree, paar 28 Resinahen High 
Court Pet Janis Ord Jan 

Sarxies, Martin, Pump ct, Tem ‘ Barrister High Court 
Pet Jan3 OrdFeba7 

Starter, WILLIAM, =, Cee Gornal, Staffs, Builder Dudley 
Pet Feb 18 

Stow, Wituiam, High Beckenham, Butcher Green- 
wich PetFeb4 Ord ‘eb 25 

sae, SS Frep, Belper, Derbyshire, Joiner Sheffield Pet 


Ord Feb 28 
Tuss, Freperick, Thornaby on Tes, Foe, Grocer Stock- 
ton on Tees Feb 26 Ord Feb 


Uae, Grorar, Bland rd, Lavender Hill. Builder Wands- 
worth Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 





Rooxe, Hennicxk Wiuxram, Terrett’s + Islington, Builder 
High Court Pet Jan21 Feb 24 
» EDwarp, Durham, Farm Manager Durham Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 


Sepmay, mae Eeowrs, Leeds, China Dealer Leeds Pet Feb 24 } 


Warp, James, Coventry al Pet Feb 26 Ord 
Feb 26 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of hua ha 21: 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams, Ricuarp, West Bromwich Mar 11 at 2 County 
Court, West Bromwich 

Arnsworta, Grorce, Cheetham, Manchester, Stuff Manu. 
facturer Marl2at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Brad. 


ff Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
Barker, Bexsamrn, Keighley, Yorks, "Boot Maker Mar1g 
atll Off Ree, 31, or row, Bradford 
Beck, Samvuet, and LAWRENCE Brox, Brushfield st,. Glass 
ects Mar 13 at 2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey 


Binoy org rearwag Barnes, Wheelwright Mar 19 
2.30 y bidgs, Carey st 
Bowpes, uous bw a — Mar 12 at 10 Of 
eter 
PE a La, Sennen py on runt Clerk Mar 10at 
12 Off Ma 


, 40, 8 ry’s gate, Derb: w A 
Browne, Wirttam Paynrer Barron, Bedford row, Soligi. 
tor March 10at12 Bankruptcy vides, Carey st 
Castie, Tuomas, Folkestone. ar 20 at 9.30 Of 
Ree, 73, Castle st, Canterbu 
Cooper, Grorer, Hucknall Torkard, Notts, Coal Miner 
Mar 10 at 12 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Not. 


Cox,  melil Freperick, Gt James st, Marvlebone, 
Grocer Mar13at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

Crooks, Henry, Sheffield, Joiner March 10 at Ff Of 
Ree, Fi lane, Sheffield 

Damant, Ernest Rueert Maxwett, Bethune rd, Stoke 
Newington, Lead Merchant March 13 atll Bank. 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Dewssury, JosepH Wittiam Grorar, Walsall, Leather 
Factor March 12at11 Off Rec, Walsall 

Dow er, Lavra, Stourbridge, Grocer March 10 at 9 
Talbot Hotel, Stourbridge 

Drewry, Jasez, and Josepn Currron Drewry, G& 
Grimsby, Iron Merchants March 12 at 11 Off Reo, 
15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Eaton, Cuar.es, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler March 18 
at10.50 Court House, Upper Bank st, Warrington 

Evans, Witt1am, Carmarthen, Builder March 10 at 11.90 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Gassett, Danie. Firzarraip, New Bond st March 13 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gross, Wiiiiam, Leeds, Fruit Merchant March 11 at ll 
Off , 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hepner, Max Simon Avoupn, New Zealand avenue, Pub- 
lisher March 11 at 2.30 Bankruptey bids, Carey st 

Hitt, Francis, High Wycombe, Chair Manufacturer 
March 12 at 12 Bankruptcy Office, Oxford 

Hort, Roseer Grepuiit, Ravensthorpe, York, Con- 
aor March 10 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbm, 

atley 

Hopuey, Wiu.1am, Walsall March 12at 11.30 Off Ree, 

Walsall 


Howett, Davip, Newport, Grocer March 13 at 12 Of 
Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Hoy beh Joun, Rochdale, Lanes, Corn Dealer March 12 at 

Off Rec, 97, Bridge st, Manchester 
Sacesox, A Anvye Exiza, Westbourne sq March 10 at 12 
nkruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

J Ee. Auecustus Sronesaiper, Jack’s Farm, Hale End, 

Mt ne ay vom) Farmer March 10at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
Carey 

Paty Suances, Annandale rd, Turnham Green, Draper 
March 12at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Jonxs, Joun, Commercial rd East, at ae March 13 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, C: ag Aol 

Jones, Tuomas, Abergwilly. arthens, Timber Mer- 
chant March 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Carmarthen 

Lang, Atsert Epwarp, and Tuomas Wititam Laws, 
Birmingham, Builders March 12 at 11 23, Colmore 
row, Bii ham 

Lewis, Frorp—e WerptaKke, Avenue rd, Acton, Clerk 

March llat3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 

avenue 

Lewis, Witt1am, Newport, Mon, Grocer March 18 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 
Mon 

Lock, Grorcr Mitxs, Feniton, Devons, Labourer March 
12at10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Macau ay, Donan, Birmingham, Draper March 11 at Il 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Manrserren pv, Taomas Kerty, Melrose grdns, Shepherd's 
Bush, Gent Mar 11 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
street 

Maratas, i. Listria Voy 8toke eens Mar ll 
at 12 wey nad bl ‘od Carey st 

Minroy, Ba ENRY, by, Clerk Marllat12 Of 
Ree, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 

Mupon, mh Walton st, Pont » 4 Chelsea, Watchmaker 
Mar 10 at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pape, Wiiu1amM Henry, Peterborough, Builder Mar 20 at 
12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 


Payne, ALFRED WILLIAM, Stogurse: Logursey, Somerset, Road Con- 
—- Mar 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 5s, ‘Hammet st, 
‘aunton 


Ricnagps, Witt1am Tuomas, Chatteris, Cambridge, Sadd- 
ler Mar 20 at 12 id Courts, New rd, Peter 
borough 

Par Ferprnanp, South : rd, Twickenham Mar ll 
at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Ricuarpsoy, THoMmas ALFRED, Leicester, Carpenter Mar 
10 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Scorr, Epwarp, Durham, Farm Manager Mar 10 at 3 of 
Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Scort, Joux Hawkesley rd, Stoke Newington, Manufac- 
turer Mar lat 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Suaw, Vp Rovten lou I i March 11 at 
ll ity House lane, 

Surron, Joun Hastinas, Barnsley, Yorks, Coal Merchant 
March 11 at 10 Off Reo, 3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 





Hissurp, Cuartes Epwarp, Birming’ 
Birmingham Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb" Feb 17 


ham, Metal Broker 


Be Saat) com, veda wae phe naa March 11 at 
ff Rec, 31, Al 


ford 
Asonnen Fe Tuomas, Kidderminster, Innkeeper Mar 1da¢ . 
11.30 
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foot, Tomas, Moorgate ct, Solicitor March 12 

st 11, Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Vises, Cxantes Auraep, Leicester, Painter March 10 at 3 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


‘WarrwkiGHrT, " Auer, a. ne Builder March 
Ti at 10.30 Off Rec, 3, Regent st, Barnsley 
wrares,Hnver, Andale La Lanes, 7-7 Broker March 
17 at Rec, 
Tuomas, Cardiff, Tailor’s Cutter Feb 12 at 11 


Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Woop, E Monracu, aS, St James’s March 12 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, 


ICHARD Henry Hrelston Cornwall, Stationer 
ILOOCK, 
Worrarch' 10 at 12.30 Off Heo, Boscawen st, Truro 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apaus, Ricuanp, West Bromwich West Bromwich Pet 
Feb 12 Ord 28 


Fe 

Amsworru, Grorcr, Bradford, Yorks, Stuff Manufacturer 

ALDRIDGE, MAS, ‘orcester 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 26 z 

Ayprews, THomas, Ts ‘Sees airyman Plymouth 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Barker, BexJsaMix, Yorks, Bootmaker Brad- 
ford Pet Feb 27 Feb 28 - 

een Bases, Suton, Stale, Painter Dudley Pet Feb 

Feb 

Bexsisox, Poitier, Hackforth, Korte, Innkeeper North- 
allertan Pet Feb27 Ord F 

Buoor, ue ae. poly Gonfectioner Bolton 

eee Tuomas Caries, Wavendon, Sutin, Builder 
Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

ILLIAM Dalen, and FreprRick Joun 

wg uilders Brentford Pet Jan 31 


woth Tomas, Coalbrookdale, Salap, Farmer 
Pet t Ord Feb 27 =¢ 


Jan 31 

Cianxe, Samvuet, Frodsham, Cheshire, Potato Deal 

Warri ‘Pet Feb27_ Ord'Feb 27 ee 

Damuayt, Ernest Rupert Maxwe.t, ja ye rd, Stoke 
Newington, Lead Merchant, High Court Pet Feb 20 


29 
Evan een Coenen, Builder Oarmarthen Pet 
—— ik, Blackheath, Agent Green 
as oC se 6 


Ger, soley jun, _ ddelau, Montgomerys, 
Bootmaker Newtown b27 Ord Feb 23 
—_ e377 Mileham ee Norfolk, Innkeeper 


Mice, ‘foun, Ghee Cardiff Pet Dec 17 Ord 


Hotrorp-Srrevers, Witiiam, and Eryest Hoxrorp- 
pay tgs) East Grinstead, Auctioneers Brighton 


Howwermax, Epwarp Fos Darlington Stockton 
Tees Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 7 a 
Jerrayes, James, K; » Stamford Hill, Clerk 
Court P ata 29 ont Feb 29 
NCIS, Davis, De 


ae > arom, oe vons, Farmer Exeter Pet 


PS 4 ies Abergwill Timber Mer- 
chant Carmarthen Pet Feb 15 Ord Beb 27 
Grocer Port- 


Joss, WitttaM Danret, Penrh: 
Png Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 
Txomas, Penarth, Glam, Ironmonger Cardiff 

Jan 2 Ord Feb 26° : — 
Levey, Jony, Suffolk, Fishmonger ester 

Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb ~— 
lon, 8 Gronce me Mitis, Fenton, Devons, Labourer Exeter 
Maips, Bassas, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet Jan 17 
ee Stoke Newington High Court Pet Feb 


ee S'S Kot pend  sapawereage 

me AL Clerk Derby Pet Feb 

ead pd Cerne, Dorset, Farmer Dorchester 

bore naa dag 2 8! Somerset- 
shire, Road Contractor Taunton sb 26 Ord 

ee or Ipswich, Bootmaker Ipswich Pet Feb 


Ricuaans, Wiuttam Tuomas, Chatteris, Cambs, Saddler 
Peterborough Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 27 any 
E8, J i x 
sedan 7 3 gus. Kemple, Barrister High Court 
res, WILL 
Pet Feb wa AM, ee ee Staffs, Builder Dudley 


re, Faso, Belper, , Derby, Joiner Sheffield ‘Pet Feb 


Ord 
Toon” Goanes as Feanors, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Jan 
Toss, {44 Tees, Yorks, Groce’ 
on Tees Pet Fe 6 Ord Feb 26 : 


Lavender il, Builder ‘Wands- 
Wann, Jauns, Sener Coventry Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb 
Wesr, Owen Srz: 

—EN — “Ona Fes 38 , Oxford, Timber Merchant 


Wxient, War Winfrith Wandsworth Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Dec 28 ona Feb 27 ™ 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Bermas, Gono; Hants, Cattle Dealer: Ports- 
moet Adjud Meret ch nee” suntle Dealer: Zo 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
March 11.—Mr. Aurrep Rica’ at the Mart, at 2. Free- 
hold Ground-rents 


the first portion of the Estate of the 


March 13.—Messrs. Jovor & Haut, at the at 2, Free- 
hold _Ground-rents, secured upon Flats in 
Red Lion-square, W.C. 


4U letters intended for publication in the 
* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
Where difficulty is oqeteend to proamty Soe 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 
ion, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which. in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
the effcr—dloth, 2. halt law calf, 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased. 
A Large Stock of Geant tont Reports and Text-books 
always on on Sale. 

100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 
THIRD EDITION, with SUPPLEMENT, bringing 
the work down to February, 1896. 

Price 18s.; cash, 14s. 6d.; post-free, 15s. 

NDERMAUR’S MANUAL OF EQUITY. 
A Treatise on Equity, oe am for Students, 
and intended in Complete Text-Book for 
Candidates for ti the Solicitors’ Final Examination. 
Gero. Barser, 16, Cursitor-street, Chancery-lane. 


BOOKBUYERS and LIBRARIANS 

of FREE LIBRARIES.—The Marcu Catalogue of 
valuable New and Second Hand Works, offered at prices 
ly reduced, io ney ee > 'be sent post-free 

pon application, to ee 








oe Pe 




















THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 


B SOLICITORS UNIVERSITIES 
. CHARLESTON, B.A. {+ 


Tutors: A NoumBer or ny ten ‘ONOURS GRADUATES 
BARRISTERS, AWD SPECIALISTS. 
small Classes and by 


Individual attention throughout. 
Private Tuition in any branch. 
# ParncipaL, Buruineton Ciasses, 
27, CuanozRny-Lane, W.C 


QOL zORS and others will find a Happy | post 

Rupe Soo Ee amily) in, Kensington; ouse of a married 
— bey A. ) : Mo 150, “ Solicitors’ 
pe Paice, 27, Chancery-lane, We. 


R® PANTIN.—To Solicitors aud others.— 

Person having in their an Indenture 
dated the 12th November, 1845, an ‘made between William 
i a 


Fredenck Pantio, the 


Princi; 


ence. 


Address; Ta 














ISSING WILL.—James Dykes Camp- 
bell, Deceased.—The deceased died Ist June, 
and it is requested that Information concerning a 
+o ably made 1575-6, shall be sent to Messrs, Fuxsurreuos 
5, Bank-buildings, London, E.C. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED 
(Estastisuzpd 18828), 


Pe ae ee Te Fe na | 
Advance Money upon these Securities.—17, King’ —— 
yard, Coleman-street, E.C. P 








I Na eg REVERSIONARY = 
AO Bn i 


ute and Contin 


Ges Geena one ct Wins Bea Pontes 
Apply to Szcuzrazy, 63, Old Broad-street, London, E.C. 





Suet oe 
THE IMPERIAL ivsurancs company 
umutrsp. FIRE, 

Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 

E, COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


REVESSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 

a 2 LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 

and Annuities . or Loans or 

Annuities thereon granted, the EQUITABLE RE- 

VERSIONARY INTEREST gg " 20, 
Waterloo Bridge, Strand. 

1835. £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 


oe CLAYTON, 2} Joint 
¥. H. CLAYTON, Secretaries. 
HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LoMBARD- 
STREET, and 57, CHanine-crnoss. Loxpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpoxa.p, 
F. Sy poor 
ADVANCES ON on monreee. £ AT FIVE PER 
CENT. INTEREST. 
SIRESECE BUILDING SOOmmey 


HOLD sed Lt ee EABEHOLD STOUSES Sand SHOPS. - 
repayable in 


HOUSES, one sum or by 
’ without notice.— Apply to Feanors 
ivasebemm, Birkbeck + "gout fhampton- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W. 


BIRKBECK BANE 











au. | Bosretar 








on D) on demand. 
TWO per . on CURRENT A 

minimum balances, when not drawn below £100. 
STOCKS and purchased 








BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 


REM TRANCIS RAVENOCHOFT, Manager. 


EDE AND SON, 








94, CHANCERY LANE, ‘LONDON. 
ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 
Summer Months. 











FOUR. oo Open at 9 a.m. 
children under Extra rooms 6d. 
TUSSAUDS fe 
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PRUDENTIAL ASSURANCE 
COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Chief Office: 
HOLBORN BARS, LONDON. 





Summary of the Report presented. at 
the Forty-seventh Annual Meeting, 
sheld on 5th 7 1896, 


ORDINARY BRANCH. 

The number of Policies issued during the year 
was 61,450, assuring the sum of £6,285,260, 
and producing a New Annual Premium Income 
of £342,478. 

The Premiums received during the year were 
2,304,013, being an increase of £226,057 
ever the year 1894. 

The Claims of the year amounted to 
£572,289, The number of Deaths was 4,479, 
and 218 Endowment Assurances matured. 

The number of Policies in force at the end of 
the year was 414,137. 


INDUSTRIAL BRANCH. 

The Premiums received during the year were 
£4,352,625, being an increase of £108,401. 

The Claims of the year amounted to 
£1,797,688. The number of Deaths was 
196,507, and 1,448 Endowment Assurances 
matured. 

The number of Free Policies granted during 
the year to those Policyholders of five years 
standing, who desired to discontinue their pay- 


ments, was 59,352, the number in force beiog | CHEQUES 


448,816. The number of Free Policies which 
became Claims during the year was 8,956. 

The total number of Policies in force at the 
end of the year was 11,682,748 ; their average 
duration is nearly seven and three-quarter years. 

The Directors have made more than one 
attempt to deal with the difficult question of old 
age pensions for the Industrial classes, and they 
are happy to inform the Shareholders that the 
special tables combining assurance with a pro- 
vision for old age, which they issued in Septem- 
ber last, have met with considerable success. At 
the end of the year the number of Policies in 
force under these tables as the result of three 
months working was 169,791, producing an 
Annual Premium Income of £62,974. 

The Assets of the Company, in both branches, as 
shewn in the Balance Sheet, are £23,915,890, 
being an increase of £2,702,085 over those of 
1894. 

Messrs. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Co. have 
‘examined the Securities, and their certificate is 
appended to the Balance Sheets. 


THOS. 0. DEWEY, 
WILLIAM HUGHES, } Managers. 


W. J. LANCASTER, Seerctary. 
The full Report and Balance Sheet can 


be obtained upon application to the 
Secretary. 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & SON, Ceapanteas AND up Sac vansutrns, 17 anv 18, Piccanttiy, W., and at 1 ap 2, 
GRACECHURCH-STREET, ConnHILL, Lonpon, E.C., beg res 
sarees the above for the Lecat Prorsssion ‘or PpuRCHASE the sams for cash if desired. 
ished 1772 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S8.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS ct H. GRIFFITHS & SONS. 


HIGH SHOT = The £5 5s. 


ST, MARGARET’S, TWICKENHAM, ‘LEGAL NEST 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, SHOULD BE USED BY ALL SOLICITORS, 
ACCOUNTANTS, &c. 


| 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) | It is the most convenient and durable yet offered to he 
Pro 


fession. 
TREATMENT OF [NEBRIETY. | Consists of four superior japanned Deed Boxes, with fall- 


| down fronts, and four com os in each. Secured by 








For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, | 
2} to 4 Guineas. 





RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. | Ay, 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. | J 
For Terms, &c., apply to | 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. | 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864 
= the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 


Higher Middle Classes suff: from the above. Highly | 
successful results. Consulting Physician : Sir BENJAMIN i) 








eee | 





WARD RICHARDSON, M.D., F.R.C.P. Medical Attend- 
ant: Dr. J. 8ST. T. CL. ARKE, "Leicester.—For terms, &c., 
apply, Mrs. TazoBa.p, Principal, Tower House, Leicester . 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


BY 





AUTHORITY. 


Sf 6'6 





Every requisite under the above Acts svpplicd on the 
shortest notice. 


at BOOKS and FORMS kept in insti Car tainiadtete | 


| MEMORANDA -_ pommeny 7 eA naga 
speedily printed in the ‘orm for ration an 
distribution. 8 HARE CERTIFIC. CATES, DEBENTURES, 

5 | wa wage and printed. OFFICIAL | 
SEALS designed and executed. No Oharge for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO,, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’ -inn). 

Annual and other Returns 8 Stamped and Filed. 2 
TO H.B.H. . THE PRINCE OF WALES. 


BRAno AND “00.’S Al SAUCE. | Mounted on an Guait Tron Stand, with Brass Mountings, 
eS eee 
hide PRESER PRO IONS. | heya, 213; carriage pai paid i in England. “also the City" 
1G deed box, ‘i6in. by 12in. _ 10in., at 10s. 6d. welt onah 
OTTED MEATS and YORK an AME | ree e 
P' a, 9 (Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 


iSs=NcE OF BEEF, BEEF F TEA) 43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address.) _ 
LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 








Fis. 





PPURTLE SOUP, and JELLY. and other | 
PECIALITIES for INVALIDS.| 
Ss | ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
CAUTION -—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 
Bole address : PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
11, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR. | BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


BREAKFAST- SUPPER. NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 


3 And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing—large or small. 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


O ¢ O A Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspaper. 
Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing. 
© Estimates and all information furnished. 

















BOILING WATER OR MILK. Contracts entered into. 


March 7, 1896, . 


y to announce that they accunarsiy 
Estab. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, | tte’ Patent or other Locks. Ste, 2m by in by 








MORK 


WRepeeapenieee 





